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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this applied research study was to improve co-teaching strategies at Belmont
Middle School (a pseudonym), in north Georgia. The researcher used a multi-method design that
included qualitative and quantitative data. Three data collection strategies were used in this
applied research study; interviews from general education teachers, a focus group with special
education teachers, and a survey completed by general education and special education teachers.
The central question that guided the research study was: How can co-teaching be improved at
Belmont Middle School located in north Georgia? Common themes that emerged revealed that
co-teachers desired more time to collaborate and participate in training opportunities in order to
improve co-teaching strategies in the classroom. Additionally, participants stressed the
importance of having administrative support to ensure that co-teaching partnerships were
successful. This was consistent with previous empirical research data that suggested that coteachers lacked sufficient time to collaborate and participate in training opportunities that would
enhance co-teaching practices in the secondary classroom.
Keywords: co-teaching, inclusion, general education teacher, special education teacher,
special education
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Overview
The purpose of this applied study was to improve co-teaching strategies at Belmont
Middle School in north Georgia and to make recommendations to solve the problem. The
problem that the researcher addressed was improving instruction during co-teaching at Belmont
Middle School. Special education teachers and administrators at Belmont Middle School in north
Georgia believed that instruction during co-teaching could be improved. Special education
teachers rarely participated in direct instruction at Belmont Middle School, even though the
special education teacher is traditionally in the classroom to provide support to students with
educational needs (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2017).
Chapter One begins with a historical account of education and includes a detailed
explanation of educational laws pertaining to special education. The chapter contains a
discussion about the social perspectives of educators, students, and administrators as it relates to
inclusive education. Two theoretical frameworks are introduced to support and guide the
research study. The sociocultural theory and the social cognitive theory served as the foundation
for the research study. The researcher presents the significance of the study in Chapter One.
Definitions of key terms, along with the research questions are explained in this section. Chapter
One concludes with a summary of the research proposal and the significance of the study.
Background
Historically, people have connected to one another through their “local tribe, village, and
community” (Bicehouse & Faieta, 2017, p. 33). However, adolescents with disabilities were
generally excluded and treated unfairly by the educational system (Yell et al., 1998). This
isolation toward people with disabilities eventually led to segregation in the educational setting,
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often, in discriminatory and exclusionary ways. This practice continued until the 1960s, when
advocates started pushing for equal rights for students with disabilities (Bicehouse & Faieta,
2017). In 1965, the federal government passed the first piece of legislation that acknowledged
people with disabilities. Title XIX implemented federal and state programs for people with
disabilities to receive funding for the services needed to address the disability (Roth et al., 2019).
Understanding the history of inclusion education and how the practice of co-teaching entered
classrooms provides understanding about current obstacles that hinder effective co-teaching.
Historical and social perspectives, along with the historical aspect of education will lay the
framework for the research study.
Historical Background
The National Whitehouse Conference of 1910 was the first of its kind to “define and
establish remedial programs for children with disabilities or special needs” (Yell et al., 1998, p.
221). Section eight of the 1918 Education Act mandated that children in the United States
between the ages of five and 14 attend school. Section 26 of the Act abolished all fees associated
with elementary school (Andrews, 2017). During this time, state governments, rather than the
federal government, financed public education and made decisions about education (Sugarman,
2019). Although many people at this time “viewed the locally run U.S. public education system
as achieving great success…” (Sugarman, 2019, p. 2), many students did not receive equal
educational opportunities. LaNear and Frattura (2007) noted that the1918 Act had unintentional
and negative consequences for students with disabilities. The authors suggested that once all
students, including those with disabilities, attended school, the states began to identify students
with special needs, of who would face many injustices. Sugarman (2019) said that schools often
sent students with mental or physical disabilities to separate learning facilities or denied access to
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education. For example, in 1919, a court case ruled in favor of removing a student from a school
because of the student’s physical disabilities, even though the child had no academic challenges.
The court determined that the student’s physical disabilities were distracting to students and
teachers (Yell et al., 1998). Analogous court cases were often resolved by determining what was
best for the majority, while ignoring the student’s constitutional right to attend a mainstream
school (LaNear & Frattura, 2007).
Lyndon B. Johnson sought to address poverty throughout the United States. This event
led to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA). This law was the first of its
kind to shed light on the poverty crisis in America and prioritized education. The Act was
committed to offering equal access to quality education for all. Richard Nixon was critical of
ESEA (Paul, 2016). Under Nixon’s leadership, Title VI of ESEA established the Bureau for
Education and Handicapped (Bicehouse & Faieta, 2017). The Education of the Handicapped Act,
P.L. 91-230 gave grants to states to educate students with disabilities (Rhodes et al., 2007).
However, schools were not required to educate students with disabilities. Hence, many children
with disabilities continued to receive little to no education from local schools (Bicehouse &
Faieta, 2017). Parents and advocates went to court seeking programs, support, and services for
students with disabilities. Although the majority of the court cases ruled in favor of the student,
many states continued to provide inadequate funding to students with disabilities (LaNear &
Frattura, 2007).
A congressional report in 1975 revealed that schools were not meeting the special needs
of the eight million children with handicaps, and that half of all children with handicaps were not
receiving appropriate services. It also said that public schools completely excluded one million
children from public schools (Semmel & Heinmiller, 1977). This prompted congress to pass
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Public Law 94-142, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EAHCA) of 1975
(Bicehouse & Faieta, 2017). The law required states to allocate funds to students with handicaps,
regardless of whether they were attending a school for their education. Bicehouse and Faieta
(2017) described how the law outlined due process safeguards, such as; advanced notice to
parents of changes to the child’s program, the right to legal counsel, and an impartial hearing. It
also recognized that schools should educate children with disabilities in the least restrictive
environment (LRE).
Educational laws, policies, and amendments have led to changes in the way students with
disabilities receive instruction. Co-teaching is an instructional model used to address laws such
as The No Child Left Behind Act (2001) and the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(2004) (Murawski & Lochner, 2017).
Co-teaching was a logical approach to educating students with special needs in the
general education setting. There would be two highly qualified teachers in the room. The general
education teacher provided quality content instruction while the special education teacher
supported the special educational needs of students with disabilities (Scruggs & Mastropieri,
2017). The co-teaching model has been a common inclusive model for over two decades. In fact,
over 60 percent of students with special needs are in a general education, inclusion classroom
setting for more than 80 percent of the school day (Brendle, Lock, & Piazza, 2017; Strogilos &
King- Sears, 2019). There are various approaches to co-teaching that have become “increasingly
popular throughout schools” (Ashton, 2016, p. 1). Even though co-teaching is common, Scruggs
and Mastropieri (2017) stated that “certain problems remain that need to be addressed in any coteaching arrangement” (p. 285). Strogilos and King-Sears (2019) cited the need for additional
research to explore the different ways that two qualified teachers deliver instruction in an
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inclusive classroom. Furthermore, Oh et al. (2017) found that many teachers do not receive
adequate training and knowledge to effectively co-teach.
Krischler (2019) pointed out that the term inclusive education is not clearly defined, nor
is it a concept that educators collectively understand and agree on. The ambiguous definition of
inclusion has had extensive ramifications for inclusive instruction research, reforms, and changes
in practices. Orakci et al. (2016) conducted a study and determined that teachers’ attitudes of
inclusion education were the same; regardless of their background in special education. van der
Worp et al. (2016) emphasized the need for educators to receive proper training to support
students with emotional and behavioral issues. Mowat (2015) asserted that schools, rather than
resource teachers or outside experts, must take ownership of inclusive education, and assure that
all staff are sufficiently trained on inclusive instruction.
Social Perspective
A schoolwide, team approach to inclusion should be implemented by educators and
administrators (Grynova & Kalinichenko, 2018; Poon-McBrayer, 2018). This approach includes
teacher training, on-site coaching, and guidance and support from administrators (PoonMcBrayer, 2018). Teachers need to be cognizant of the diverse needs of all students. Successful
co-teaching happens when “…appropriate modifications and adaptations of standard curriculum
enables a student to be included in the classroom” (Grynova & Kalinichenko, 2018 p. 31).
Frustration occurs when educators lack the training, knowledge, and skills needed to successfully
implement inclusive instruction. Poon-McBrayer (2018) found that general education teachers
often rely on special education teachers to oversee students with disabilities because they fell illprepared to work with students with special needs. Röhm et al. (2018) discovered that teachers’
attitudes largely dictate the success of inclusive instruction. Every day, general education
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teachers make complex decisions about their students’ well-being. Teachers frequently make
judgment calls about students, which is a difficult task because students are unpredictable
(Mowat, 2015); therefore, it is crucial for educators to receive training that enables them to
understand the supports required for students’ success. Canadian researchers Grynova and
Kalinichenko (2018) learned that general education teachers were frustrated with the time it
takes to identify a pupil’s specific needs. Teachers felt ill-prepared to meet students’ needs by
providing effective support and accommodations. Educators with high self-efficacy were more
likely to implement successful inclusion instruction than those with low self-efficacy. The same
study indicated that special education teachers were concerned that inclusion education would
result in fewer resources and inexperienced special education teachers. Special education
teachers had a positive self-efficacy about students with special needs but feared that full
inclusion would diminish decades of specialized training. Successful co-teaching is not an
intervention; it is a “service delivery model…for providing specialized services to students with
disabilities in a general education context” (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2017, p. 285). Teachers
enrich students’ learning experiences when they combine the general education teacher’s content
expertise with the special educator’s instructive knowledge (Strogilos & King-Sears, 2019).
Instructors who learn from each other and merge their individual skills provide students with
increased learning opportunities (Murphy & Martin, 2015). This process is ongoing and
extensive. Co-teachers need adequate time to plan and collaborate to provide an enriched
environment (Ashton, 2015). In fact, Hedin and Conderman (2019) recommended that coteachers remain in the same partnership for two to three years so that the general education
teacher can learn how to differentiate instruction while the special education teacher learns the
subject. Oh and colleagues (2017) noted that successful co-teaching requires daily collaboration;
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however, this event rarely happens (Ashton, 2015). Educators reported that lack of common
planning time is the biggest obstacle to successful co-teaching (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2007).
Theoretical Framework
Researchers include a theoretical framework in a study to present a theory, collect data,
and determine the degree to which the research findings support the theory (Schunk, 2012). The
theoretical framework is “one of the most important aspects in a research process” (Grant &
Osanloo, 2016, p. 12). A theory contains “a scientifically acceptable set of principles offered to
explain a phenomenon” (Schunk, 2012, p. 10). Two theoretical frameworks guided this research
study: Lev Vygotsky’s sociocultural learning theory and Albert Bandura’s self-efficacy theory.
Sociocultural Theory
An important part of Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory is the zone of proximal
development (ZPD). Vygotsky explained this as the difference between what a child can achieve
“under adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers” (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86).
Murphy and Martin (2015) described the ZPD as the “gap between the learning a student can
achieve unaided, compared with the learning attained with teacher assistance” (p. 284).
Vygotsky’s believed that peoples’ social environment and language influenced their learning
(Schunk, 2012). Murphy and Martin (2015) found that educators in an open environment can
promote differentiated learning through group support, site teaching, personalized support, and
alternative instruction by using the ZPD.
Vygotsky’s (1978) sociocultural theory suggests that students who receive support from
adults and peers complete tasks that otherwise may be too difficult to accomplish independently.
Inclusion classrooms with two instructors may help students achieve the ZPD. For example, a
struggling student may have the opportunity to work closely with one teacher without a lapse in
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classroom instruction. Likewise, one teacher can assist a small group of students whereby they
collaborate and learn from each other. Casserly and Padden (2017) interviewed teachers to
understand their thoughts about the benefits of co-teaching. Participants noted that the student to
teacher ratio was lower, classroom management and curriculum adaptation was easier, and both
teachers promoted an inclusive environment. Additionally, each teacher had unique areas of
expertise and distinctive experiences to share with the pupils. The ZPD refers to “new forms of
awareness that occur as people interact with their societies’ social institutions” (Schunk, 2012, p.
315). Co-teaching may help students experience the ZPD and achieve success with collaboration
in small groups, interaction with two teachers, and other learning experiences that may not be
feasible with one teacher.
Social Cognitive Theory
Albert Bandura was a proponent of the social cognitive theory. Bandura’s theory of selfefficacy was one tenant of the social cognitive theory. Self-efficacy is the “perceptions of one’s
capabilities to produce actions” (Schunk, 2012). Bandura (1999) believed that self-efficacy was
the most important “mechanisms through which human agency is exercised” (p. 28). Bandura
(1997) noted that people with high self-efficacy view problematic tasks as obstacles to conquer.
They are generally optimistic and regard failure as an opportunity to regain confidence. Those
with low self-efficacy are pessimistic and avoid challenges. Schunk (2012) indicated that adult
role models can positively influence students’ self-efficacy. Likewise, instructive self-efficacy
can influence teachers’ beliefs about helping students learn. Teachers with low instructive selfefficacy lack confidence to help struggling learners, and resist using varying teaching strategies
to instruct all learners. Instructors who are motivated and confident in their ability to instruct all
learners have high instructive self-efficacy (Schunk, 2012. Hernandez et al. (2016) revealed that
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low levels of self-efficacy can foster negative attitudes among teachers and decrease motivation.
A study by Billingsley et al. (2018) found that teacher frustration and burnout increases when
they lack the training and resources needed to effectively co-teach. Teachers lack understanding
of co-teaching strategies may fail to implement inclusive instruction, which can negatively
impact student success. This study will focus on teachers’ self-efficacy in the context of coteaching. The participants will share their beliefs about their ability to co-teach. As the research
study reveals teachers’ self-efficacy about co-teaching, the researcher may provide insight into
specific aspects of co-teaching that could be improved at Belmont Middle School.
Problem Statement
The problem was how to improve co-teaching strategies at Belmont Middle School in
north Georgia. Conderman and Hedin (2015) asserted that co-teachers and paraprofessionals
have a unique opportunity to differentiate instruction and offer small group teaching
opportunities; however, they typically use whole group instructional practices. Gebhardt et al.
(2015) found many co-teachers use the one teach-one assist model, whereby the general
education teacher teaches and the special education teacher assists. Another study showed that
the special education teacher spends more time assisting than teaching (Conderman & Hedin,
2015). Strogilos and King-Sears (2019) asserted that true co-teaching occurs when educators
share the role of the leader and assistant “…so that each co-teacher has each role, promoting
parity” (p. 99).
Students benefit when “co-teachers develop parity” (Hedin & Conderman, 2019, p. 170)
and are viewed as equals. Researchers found that in most co-taught classrooms, the general
education teacher used the whole-class instruction model while the special education teacher
supported the teacher and students in a subordinate role (Scruggs et al., 2007). Scruggs and
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Mastropieri (2017) recommended that general education and special education teachers
collaborate and communicate so that both teachers view each other as equals and partners in the
classroom. Shin et al. (2016) stressed the importance of collaboration to discuss goals, roles, and
responsibilities. King-Sears et al. (2014) found that lack of co-planning time, or the ineffective
use of planning, can lead to unsuccessful co-teaching.
Inclusive classroom settings with co-teaching models will remain in schools across the
United States (King-Sears et al., 2014). Hence, general education teachers, special education
teachers, and paraprofessionals must have proper training, guidance, and support to successfully
co-teach. Conderman and Hedin (2015) highlighted two important functions of co-teaching
practices. It must provide students with disabilities the supports they need and that are mandated
by law. Also, co-teachers should learn from each other and use their strengths and weaknesses to
benefit students.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this applied study was to improve co-teaching strategies at Belmont
Middle School in north Georgia and to make recommendations to solve the problem. A
multimethod design was used and consisted of both qualitative and quantitative approaches. The
first approach was structured interviews with general education teachers. The second approach
was focus groups with special education teachers. The third approach was surveys completed by
general education and special education teachers.
Significance of the Study
Cruz and Geist (2019) noted that while the concept of team teaching seems obvious, it
has been misunderstood since its inception in 1970. The authors recognized the challenges of coteaching and said that teachers “attest that team-teaching takes considerably more effort than an
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average solo course” (p. 4). General education teachers at Belmont Middle School expressed that
there is not enough planning time to prepare co-teachers to adequately facilitate lessons, and
some studies have shown that educators lack knowledge about co-teaching. Pancsofar and
Petroff (2016) indicated that even though co-teaching is a common model in inclusive classroom
settings, educators lack understanding of co-teaching practices. Furthermore, Brendle, Lock, and
Piazza (2017) examined research that indicates that co-teaching benefits students with learning
disabilities. Ideally, the general education teacher and special education teacher should use their
expertise and knowledge to work together and differentiate instruction in the classroom
environment to ensure the academic achievement of every student (Hedin & Conderman, 2019).
Solving the problem of improving co-teaching strategies at Belmont Middle School may
have positive outcomes. An administrator at Belmont Middle School stated that co-teachers
could improve their instructional practices (R. Hanson, personal communication, August 25,
2019). A general education teacher (M. Moore, personal communication, August 25, 2019), and
a special education teacher (H. Smith, personal communication, August 25, 2019) at Belmont
Middle School noted that instructional co-teaching practices could be enhanced at Belmont
Middle School. Both instructors noted that oftentimes the two teachers do not equally share
responsibilities. Having two teachers successfully co-teach may enhance instruction with the use
of personalized learning stations, small group instruction, and differentiated instruction (R.
Hanson, personal communication, September 5, 2019).
According to DeMartino and Specht (2018), co-teaching can foster innovation and
creativity among teachers; it can also reduce stagnation. Additionally, highly qualified coteachers can significantly improve student performance. A successful co-teaching model is one
where teachers work together to meet the needs of all students. As the number of students with
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special needs grows, the logistics of special education placement becomes more difficult. The
increase in inclusion classrooms indicates the need for successful co-teaching models.
Research Questions
Central Question: How can co-teaching be improved at Belmont Middle School located
in north Georgia?
Sub-question 1: How would general education teachers in interviews improve coteaching at Belmont Middle School located in north Georgia?
Sub-question 2: How would special education teachers in focus groups improve coteaching at Belmont Middle School located in north Georgia?
Sub-question 3: How would quantitative survey data from general education teachers
and special education teachers improve co-teaching at Belmont Middle School located in north
Georgia?
Definitions
1. Coteaching – Multiple professionals working together in a coteaching team based on
a shared vision, in a structured manner, during a longer period in which they are
equally responsible to good teaching and good learning to all students in their
classroom (Theoharis & Causton, 2014).
2. Co-teaching - Used primarily in special education, team teaching, cooperative
teaching, and collaborative teaching (Murphy & Martin, 2015).
3. Inclusion – Educating all students in age-appropriate general education classes in
their neighborhood schools, with high quality instruction (Maryland Coalition for
Inclusive Education, n.d.).
4. Learning – An enduring change in behavior, or in the capacity to behave in a given
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fashion, which results from practice or other forms of experience (Schunk, 2012).
5. Paraprofessional - A paraprofessional is an individual with instructional duties who
provides instructional support (Georgia Department of Education, 2017, Rule 5052.17, 2017).
6. Self-efficacy - Self thought that activates cognitive, motivation, and affective
processes that govern the translation of knowledge and abilities into proficient action
(Bandura, 1997).
7. Special Education – Instruction by special education teacher meets the specially
designed component, at no cost to parents, to meet their child’s unique needs (IDEA,
2004).
Summary
The problem that the researcher addressed was to improve co-teaching strategies at
Belmont Middle School in north Georgia and to make recommendations to solve the problem.
The researcher conducted this applied study to solve the problem of improving instruction during
co-teaching for Belmont Middle School in north Georgia and devised a solution to address the
problem. The researcher used a multimethod design that consisted of both qualitative and
quantitative approaches.
The first approach consisted of structured interviews with general education teachers. The
second method included focus groups with special education teachers. The third approach used
quantitative survey data from general education teachers and special education teachers. An
administrator at Belmont Middle School stated that instruction during co-teaching can be
improved at Belmont Middle School (R. Maxell, personal communication, August 25, 2019).
Solving the problem of improving co-teaching strategies may allow teachers to collaborate, share
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resources, and exchange ideas. Effective co-teaching strategies may enhance student’s learning
in the inclusion classroom, without regard to the instructor, who may be the general education
teacher, special education teacher, or paraprofessional.
Chapter One included a background of the historical perspective of co-teaching, along
with social and theoretical perspectives of co-teaching. This chapter also included the problem
statement that the researcher addressed, the significance of the study, and the research methods
the researcher used to explore the problem. Chapter One detailed the research questions that
were pursued, along with pertinent definitions of terminology used throughout the study.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
Overview
The purpose of this applied study was to improve co-teaching strategies at Belmont
Middle School in north Georgia and to make recommendations to solve the problem. The
researcher used a multimethod design that included qualitative and quantitative data. Chapter
Two begins with an introduction to the two theoretical frameworks upon which the research was
based. The first theoretical framework was Lev Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory which suggests
that learning occurs through social interactions (Vygotsky, 1978; Schunk, 2012). The second
theoretical framework applied in this study was Albert Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory of
Self-Efficacy, which is one’s perceptions about performing a task (Bandura, 1997).
Chapter Two also includes a review of literature that is relevant to the research topic. A
historical background of special education is included, along with synthesized information from
recent literature, including research studies and perspectives from others regarding co-teaching.
The related literature includes an explanation of various co-teaching models, along with benefits
and drawbacks of each model. Additionally, the literature review includes teachers’ and students’
perceptions of co-teaching, along with implications for future studies. The Chapter concludes
with a summary.
Theoretical or Conceptual Framework
The purpose of this applied study was to improve co-teaching strategies at Belmont
Middle School in north Georgia and to make recommendations to solve the problem. The
research question was; how can co-teaching be improved at Belmont Middle School located in
north Georgia? Grant and Osanloo (2016) stated that a theoretical framework serves as the
“foundation from which all knowledge is constructed…” and serves as the “structure and support
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for the rationale for the study” (p. 12). Researchers include a theoretical framework in their study
to serve as a guide for the literature review, research methods, and analysis of data (Grant &
Osanloo, 2016). Creswell and Creswell (2018) averred that a compelling theoretical framework
supports the research and leads to a valid case study. Heale and Noble (2019) emphasized the
importance of linking the theoretical framework to all facets of the research. The researcher
applied two theoretical frameworks; The Sociocultural Theory and The Social Cognitive Theory.
Sociocultural Theory
Constructivism is a theory that has gained popularity among scholars as it relates to how
knowledge is acquired. Constructivists are concerned less with how knowledge is acquired than
how it is constructed. Lev Vygotsky and John Piaget were among many constructivists who
challenged the classic information processing theories. These theories suggested that thinking
occurs more in the mind, and less through social interactions, and that acquiring knowledge is
fairly universal among persons (Schunk, 2012). The social constructivist theory maintains that
people learn best when they construct their own knowledge through peer interaction. Vygotsky
contended that the social aspects of learning was crucial to cognitive growth and social
development (Vygotsky, 1978; Schunk, 2012). The key components of the Sociocultural Theory
were summarized by Schunk (2012).
•

Social interactions with others are crucial to learning because knowledge is gained when
at least two people interact with each other

•

People internalize their actions during social interactions and gain self-regulation skills
and awareness

•

Language and symbols are vital to human development because they foster a cultural
transmission of communication
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•

Language is the single, most critical tool for obtaining knowledge

•

The Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) is the difference between what a student can
do on his own versus what he can do with assistance from others

Basic Principles
Vygotsky (1978) was a constructivist and believed that students learn a new skill by
observing others, and then practicing the new skill with a more knowledgeable peer or role
model. For Vygotsky, socialization was the most important tenet to learning. This could be done
in a variety of ways, such as through observation, collaboration, and apprenticeships. He
emphasized the critical role that language and symbols play in human development, with
language being “the most critical tool” (Schunk, 2012, p. 313) and “as such, lies at the very heart
of learning through coteaching” (Murphy & Martin, 2015, p. 285). Vygotsky (1978) asserted that
the ZPD is the difference between what a child can do on their own versus what they can do with
help from others. The ZPD suggests that adults influence children’s cultural and educational
development (Ormrod, 2016). When a child is in the ZPD, completing a task is neither easy nor
too difficult; but requires help from another person (Ormrod, 2016; Rohrkemper, 1989). The
ZPD describes the process one undergoes to become an independent learner through “enrichment
of the culture as well as empowerment of the individual” (Rohrkemper, 1989, p. 237). Vygotsky
proposed that one becomes an independent learner through scaffolding. A learner completes a
task with assistance from a coparticipant. The participants collaborate and exchange knowledge
until the student becomes an autonomous learner (Rohrkemper, 1989). From a “Vygotskian
perspective” (Schunk, 2012, p. 316), students develop skills and knowledge through social
interactions from others. Educational applications of Vygotsky’s theory can be found in different
forms of instruction.
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Reciprocal Teaching
Vygotsky (1978), viewed reciprocal teaching as an effective instructional strategy.
Reciprocal teaching happens when a teacher and a small group of students engage in
conversation. The teacher takes the lead and models the activity until the students are ready to
take the role of the teacher. Ideally, students are engaged and ask questions to attain knowledge
(Schunk, 2012). Reciprocal teaching is a method used when students “take turns leading
discussions about shared texts to foster structured dialogues and authentic learning communities
of practice” (Mutekew, 2018, p. 66). Interactive dialogue is exchanged among the teacher and
learners. The teacher models the activity while slowly giving control to the students. Schunk
(2012) observed that reciprocal teaching includes “social interaction and scaffolding” (p. 316) as
the learner becomes increasingly more independent by acquiring knowledge and skills. During
the process of reciprocal teaching and learning, positive changes occur within the student and
teacher. The exchange of knowledge through questioning, explaining, recapping, and predicting
benefits both the learner and teacher (Brown & Palincsar, 1987). Social interaction and language
are strong tenants of reciprocal teaching. Reciprocal teaching in a co-taught classroom setting is
an alternative to whole group learning, which Conderman and Hedin (2015) considered
beneficial to student learning.
Instructional Scaffolding
Rohrkemper (1989) described instructional scaffolding as “moveable and malleable
supports that are faded when superfluous” (p. 236). The author also note that instructional
scaffolding such as peer learning and small group instruction have gained popularity in the
classroom and can be quite effective. During instructional scaffolding, the instructor models a
task. Next, the teacher and learner complete the task together. The instructor gradually moves the
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responsibility of task completion to the learner. The student uses metacognitive skills such as
planning, checking, and evaluation to complete the task independently (Campione et al., 1984).
Scaffolding is often associated with Vygotsky and the ZPD because it is an instructional
application that complements the ZPD. However, the term scaffolding was first used and
explained by Wood, Bruner, and Ross in 1976 (Schunk, 2012).
Peer Collaboration
During peer collaboration, social interaction occurs as peers work together. Peers who
engage in the learning process can motivate others who may need encouragement. When peer
collaboration is appropriate and successful, student peers, not teachers, serve as the agent
through which learning occurs (Schunk, 2012). Simply put, peer collaboration refers to any
situation in which the learner is being offered interaction with another person or people
(Hargreaves & Elhawary, 2020). During the collaboration process, peers offer support through
instruction, questioning, and suggestions. This eventually allows the learner to independently
master the task (van der Veer & Valsiner, 1991; Vygotsky, 1978). Hargreaves and Elhawary
(2020) studied learning teams and discovered that peer collaboration fostered positive
professional learning and development outcomes.
Relevance
Vygotsky took a special interest in children with special needs and felt that their path to
learning differed from those without challenges. Remediation, which occurs through
socialization, was vital to their learning (Schunk, 2012). Vygotsky (1978) theorized that schools
provide children the opportunity to learn through social interactions. Schunk (2012) asserted that
exchanging ideas with peers and adult role models expedites the learning process through the
ZPD. Ormrod (2016) stated that the ZPD suggests that adults influence children’s cultural and
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educational development. Co-teaching can foster differentiating learning with the use of small
group support, station teaching, individualized support, and alternative instruction. Students with
varying ability levels, or those who progress at different rates can benefit from the ZPD model,
and a co-teacher’s support. The Sociocultural Theory was an appropriate theoretical framework
for this study because participants in this study apply many of the aspects of the Sociocultural
theory while co-teaching. Students are engaged in small group instruction, peer mentoring, and
collaborative work; all of which support the Sociocultural Theory.
Social Cognitive Theory
The first half of the 20th century was dominated by behaviorists’ theories that explained
environmental events as the agent in which learning occurs. (Schunk, 2012). Behaviorists’ views
were challenged in the 1950s and 1960s and a new theory of learning prevailed. Cognitive
theories became popular during that time and remain prevalent throughout education (Schunk,
2012). Albert Bandura’s (1999) cognitive theories were much like Vygotsky’s, in that they
suggested that “much of human learning occurs in a social environment” (Schunk, 2012, p. 117).
Bandura’s social cognitive theory developed at the height of Bandura rejected behaviorists’
belief that people learn by doing and proposed that humans can learn through observing others
(Schunk, 2012). Bandura (1999) indicated that humans cannot control physical or social
environmental interactions. Therefore, they alter their environments based on how they view
their own behavior. Bandura said that when people develop personal traits “that enable people to
make the most of fortuitous opportunities, they have a greater hand in shaping their own
destinies” (p. 24). Bandura (1997) provided specific actions for people to take when facing
challenging situations; experience success, watch other people succeed, interact with others who
provide positive persuasion, and build physical and emotional strength. Bandura (1997)
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maintained that people are autonomous and control their own lives through self-reflection,
forethought, and self-regulation. Additionally, Bandura (1999) postulated that the human mind
was “generative, creative, proactive, and self-reflective not just reactive” (p. 23).
Self-Efficacy
Self-efficacy is the belief in one’s personal capabilities. Efficacy expectations are beliefs
about successfully performing a behavior, completing a task, or producing an outcome (Bandura,
1997). Self-efficacy differs from self-esteem in that self-efficacy is a person’s perception about
performing a task. Hence, one may have high self-efficacy about one thing, and low self-efficacy
about another (Bandura, 1994). According to Bandura, there are four different attributes that
collectively make up one’s self-efficacy: vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, physiological
arousal, and mastery (Bandura, 1997). A person with a vicarious experience views another
persons’ abilities similar to their own (Krammer et al., 2018). Vicarious learning happens when a
person observes another. The observer constructs meaning and knowledge from the observations.
This occurrence can lead to individual, team, and organizational success (Myers, 2018). A
person’s self-efficacy may be improved through vicarious learning if the task can reasonably be
obtained by the observer. Likewise, self-efficacy can decrease when the observer fails to master
the activity (Glean & Ercilla, 2018). Verbal persuasion refers to verbal interaction one person
receives from another during a specific task (Krammer et al., 2018). During the verbal
interaction, the learner is persuaded to believe that the activity can be accomplished. The
confidence gained by the learner increases self-efficacy. Krammer et al. (2018) described
physiological arousal as the physiological emotions that one experiences during an activity. A
positive physiological emotion will yield positive self-efficacy. Likewise, negative arousal, or
feelings of incompetence will lead to negative self-efficacy. The activity is typically demanding
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and stressful. However, if the individual feels less vulnerable to stress, the task is more likely to
achieved and the person’s feeling of self-efficacy heightens (Bandura, 1977). Mastery is the most
powerful indicator of self-efficacy. Mastery experiences enable one to feel confident and
knowledgeable about a task which yields feelings of high self-efficacy. Self-efficacy can be
individual or collective. Teachers in the same school or same school district may share a
common self-efficacy based on group dynamics (Krammer et al., 2018). Whether self-efficacy is
individual or collective, it may have a strong correlation to student outcomes (Goddard et al.,
2000).
Herman et al. (2018) observed that people with low stress levels have better coping skills
than those with high levels of stress. Furthermore, those with low self-efficacy are more
depressed than people with high self-efficacy. Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2017) noticed a strong
correlation between a teacher’s self-efficacy and stress. Instructors with low self-efficacy
experienced high stress levels and were unsatisfied with their job. They felt burnt out and had
high attrition rates. Teachers with high self-efficacy had positive feelings about their job and
were highly committed. Those teachers viewed burnout and attrition as negative. This idea
concurs with Herman et al’s. (2019) findings in the educational setting. Teachers with low selfefficacy were more likely to experience job dissatisfaction, burnout, and attrition. Educators with
high self-efficacy were confident and satisfied with their job performance (Herman et al., 2019).
Researchers should further study general education and special education teachers’ attitudes of
inclusion to understand their attitudes in the workplace.
Self-Efficacy of Teachers
Hernandez et al. (2016) discovered that teachers with high self-efficacy had positive
attitudes toward co-teaching. Furthermore, special education teachers had more positive views of
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inclusion and co-teaching than general education teachers. Low levels of self-efficacy can foster
negative attitudes among teachers and decrease motivation. Likewise, teachers with low selfefficacy are more likely to have negative views of inclusion (Hernandez et al., 2016; Vaz et al.,
2015). A study led by Shin et al. (2016) revealed that general education teachers lacked
understanding on students’ instructional accommodations, but were confident in their ability to
implement instructional strategies. Conversely, special education teachers were well versed in
instructional accommodations and expressed the need for training on planning and delivery of
instruction. Bandura’s theory of self-efficacy applies to Shin et al’s. (2016) research findings.
Bandura stated that “it is of limited value to motivate people for change if they lack the resources
and environmental supports to realize those changes” (Bandura, 2019, p. 14).
Instructional Applications
Instructional self-efficacy refers to “personal beliefs about one’s capabilities to help
students learn” (Schunk, 2012, p. 149). Teachers with low instructional self-efficacy may avoid
planning activities they believe will exceed students’ ability. Students are more inclined to
believe that they can learn when they observe teachers describe and demonstrate concepts.
Likewise, teachers instill self-efficacy in students for learning when they introduce a new
concept by telling the students that they are capable of learning through diligence and hard work
Students also gain self-efficacy for learning when they observe success from peers (Bandura,
1997). However, Bandura noted that these actions do not facilitate learning or performing
independently and recommended “periods of self-directed mastery, where students practice skills
independently” (Bandura, 1997 p. 153).
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Relevance
The Social Cognitive Theory was a relevant theoretical framework for this study because
self-efficacy influences behaviors and performance outcomes (Bandura, 1977). Teachers gain
confidence in their ability to effectively teach a variety of students at different ability levels
when their students are successful academically and socially (Hernandez, Hueck, & Charley,
2016). There are many factors that can effect a teacher’s self-efficacy about co-teaching. Those
factors include confidence, support from others, experience, and position held. Hernandez,
Hueck, and Charley (2016) found that a teacher’s attitude towards co-teaching can greatly
influence inclusive instructional practices. Integrating the concepts of this theoretical framework
into interview, focus group, and survey questions may reveal teachers’ beliefs about co-teaching.
Related Literature
Enacted in 1975, the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), formerly
named the Education for All Handicapped Children Act, mandated that children ages 3 to 21
with disabilities receive free and appropriate education in public schools. The United States
Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (2019) noted that during the
2017-2018 school year, seven million students received services through IDEA. Sixty-three
percent of students with disabilities spent most of the day in general education classrooms.
Students with disabilities often learn in an inclusion classroom environment. The inclusive
classroom contains students with and without special needs (Gebhardt et al., 2015; Brendle,
Lock, & Piazza, 2017). The inclusion classroom setting is in a general education classroom
where all students have “full access to the general education curriculum” (Scruggs &
Mastropieri, 2017, p. 285).
Most classrooms in the United States public education system follow the inclusion model
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of instruction and learning (Garwood et al. 2018). However, understanding the term inclusion
can be difficult. Grynova and Kalinichenko (2018) acknowledged that the definition of inclusion
is ambivalent, ambiguous, and indistinct; there are no federal laws pertaining to students with
special needs that include the word inclusion. They view inclusion as the acceptance of every
child. Hornby (2015) agreed that people have many different ideas about inclusion. Some think it
is a positive approach to education to ensure that all students receive equally engaging and
challenging educational opportunities. People also believe it celebrates diversity and recognizes
the strengths and weaknesses of different people. Conversely, Hornby (2015) noted that others
regard inclusion as a negative and overused term that is impractical and unaffordable for most.
Even so, many agree that the term inclusion is vague and means different things to different
people. Navarro et al. (2016) claimed that educational systems around the world find inclusive
education to be challenging and difficult to understand. There is abundant research about
educators’ views of inclusion, however, many researchers agree with Sanagi’s (2016)
conclusion; teachers lack a true understanding of inclusive education. Many educators agreed
that the law mandates inclusive education and requires schools to include every student. They
shared Gebhardt et al.’s (2015) view of the inclusion classroom, whereby students with and
without special needs are together in the same classroom.
One model of inclusive instruction is through co-teaching, where all students access the
general education curriculum in a classroom with two educators (Hedin & Conderman, 2019). A
special education teacher is in the classroom to provide support to the students with educational
needs (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2017). Brendle, Lock, and Piazza (2017) examined research that
indicates that co-teaching benefits students with learning. Ideally, the two teachers use their
expertise and knowledge to differentiate learning (Hedin & Conderman, 2019). This co-teaching
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approach, where inclusion classrooms have both a general education and special education
teacher loosely began in the 1960s (Beggs, 1964). The Individuals With Disabilities Education
Act, No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 prompted schools around the country to formally
implement co-teaching in the inclusive classroom (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2017).
Inclusive practices, however, “cannot ensure that teachers will know how to individualize
instruction to support children’s developmental and learning goals” (Gupta et al., 2016, p. 82).
Efficacious co-teaching requires collaboration, planning, and good communication. Fluijt et al.
(2016) encouraged co-teaching teams to collaborate and agree on good teaching and learning
practices. Likewise, both co-teachers in the classroom should work effectively with all students.
However, King-Sears et al. (2019) found that special education preservice programs rarely
provide adequate training and practice to prepare teachers to successfully co-teach. Cruz and
Geist (2019) noted that while the concept of team teaching seems obvious, it has been
misunderstood since its inception in 1970. The authors recognized the challenges of co-teaching
and said that teachers “attest that team-teaching takes considerably more effort than an average
solo course” (p.4). Studies have found that educators often lack knowledge about co-teaching.
Casserly and Padden (2018) conducted a research study to determine teachers’ understanding of
co-teaching. They found that most teachers lacked a true understanding of co-teaching. They
concurred that “authentic co-teaching is more difficult to achieve than it might seem at first
consideration” (p. 558). Likewise, Pancsofar and Petroff (2016) recognized that even though coteaching is a common model in the inclusive setting, educators lack understanding of co-teaching
practices. Cruz and Geist (2019) asserted that true co-teaching does not “measure work load or
credit” (p. 4). Rather, it occurs when two instructors assimilate their academic and instructive
expertise to provide instruction. Pancsofar and Patroff (2016) found that teachers’ knowledge of
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different co-teaching practices greatly influenced the models used in the classroom. Educators
who had extensive knowledge about co-teaching models were more likely to use a variety of
effective co-teaching strategies. Grynova and Kalinichenko (2018) emphasized the importance of
a schoolwide, team approach to inclusion to ensure that educators provide students with the
supports that are included in the IEP and mandated by law. Likewise, Mowat (2015) encouraged
school administrators to take ownership of inclusive education. Weiss et al. (2019) concurred
that when school leaders allocated time for teachers to collaborate and participate in ongoing
training about inclusion, teachers had positive feelings about inclusion. The researchers found
that a school-wide initiative to increase awareness of inclusion generated positive feelings of
inclusion.
Special education teachers and administrators at Belmont Middle School in north Georgia
believed that co-teaching could be improved. Special education teachers rarely provided
instruction. They provided support when they needed to, but did not co-teach. General education
teachers expressed that there was not enough planning time to prepare co-teachers to adequately
facilitate lessons.
Co-Teaching
One model that educators use in inclusive instruction is co-teaching (Brendle, Lock, &
Piazza, 2017; Ashton, 2016). Federal legislation, such as the Individuals with Disabilities
Improvement Education Act (IDEA, revised 2017), mandates that teachers educate children in
the least restrictive environment. (Chitiyo & Brinda, 2018). The Every Student Succeeds Act of
2015 requires schools to offer a rigorous curriculum, available to all students, to prepare them for
a post-secondary education (Young et al., 2017). The co-teaching model of inclusion has gained
popularity in schools; it is a way for educators to meet the needs of students in the general
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education classroom setting (Ashton, 2016). Co-teaching occurs when the special education
teacher joins the general education teacher’s classroom, and they work together to meet the
needs of all students (Ashton, 2017; Brendle, Lock, & Piazza, 2017). Research based studies
about co-teaching indicate that co-teaching is an effective model that fosters success for all
students in the general educational setting (Cramler et al., 2010; Conderman & Liberty, 2018).
Instruction can be differentiated and specialized when two teachers are in the classroom. Coteaching also enables two teachers to work together and ensure that student performance
increases so that students are prepared for high school (Brendle, Lock, & Piazza, 2017; Vaughn
& Bos, 2015). Additionally, two teachers can provide more resources to the needs of the students
than one teacher can alone (Krammer et al., 2018). Classrooms with co-teachers typically include
a general education teacher, along with another licensed teacher that may include a special
education teacher, a speech pathologist, a language specialists, or another general education
teacher (Conderman & Liberty, 2018). An important component of successful co-teaching is the
equal sharing of responsibilities among the two teachers (Krammer et al., 2018).
Co-Teaching Models
There are many approaches to co-teaching that are common in schools (Ashton, 2016).
The various approaches enable co-teachers to merge their experience and knowledge to deliver
instruction that is differentiated and meets the needs of varied learners (Friend & Cook, 2017;
Conderman & Liberty, 2018). Many research studies have shown that choosing the correct coteaching method is imperative for a successful outcome. Educators should consider factors such
as knowledge of curriculum, instructional approaches, and practical considerations when
selecting the best co-teaching approach to support learning (Ploessl et al., 2010; Friend & Cook,
2013). In 1993, Friend, Reising, and Cook developed six models of co-teaching that continue to
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be prominent in today’s educational setting (Cruz & Geist, 2019). The six co-teaching models
are:
1. One teach, One observe
2. One teach, One assist
3. Station Teaching
4. Parallel Teaching
5. Alternate Teaching
6. Team Teaching
One Teach, One Observe
In this model, one teacher leads the class in a whole group or large group instruction and
the other teacher observes and collects data while the other teacher leads instruction (Friend,
Reising, & Cook, 1993). The other teacher my provide very brief instructional support while
students work independently (Solis et al., 2012). The data collected may be academic,
behavioral, or social in nature (Friend & Bursuck, 2009). Ideally, the two teachers work to
together to analyze the data, adjustment, or improve instruction (Friend, Reising, & Cook, 1993).
One Teach, One Assist
This model is also known as supportive teaching, this model, along with one teach, one
observe, is the most widely used type of model because it requires very little planning and
collaboration among the teachers (Friend & Bursuck, 2009; Brendle, Lock, & Piazza, 2017).
Instruction with this model involves one teacher taking the lead while the other teacher moves
around the room and assists students who need help (Friend, Reising, & Cook, 1993; Brendle,
Lock, & Piazza, 2017). The lead teacher is typically responsible for planning and implementing
instruction while the other teacher assumes an auxiliary role (Casserly & Padden, 2017). A
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survey completed by general education teachers revealed that this method of instruction was
preferred over all others (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2017). This method is typically chosen over the
others due to teachers’ lack of planning time or lack of teaching experience (Hunter et al., 2018;
Gebhardt et al., 2015).
Station Teaching
During station teaching, students are placed into three groups. Each teacher delivers
instruction at their respective stations. The students rotate through each station, and engage in an
independent activity at the third, unmanned station (Friend, Reising, & Cook, 1993). Other
centers may be added and managed by students, paraprofessionals, or run independently. Station
teaching assures that each teacher has a clearly defined role. Additionally, the students have the
benefit of working in small groups and learning from each other (Casserly & Padden, 2017).
Another benefit of station teaching is that each student is given the opportunity to work in a
small group setting with a lead teacher (Solis, et al., 2012).
Parallel Teaching
When teachers implement parallel teaching, they divide the class in half. Both teachers
present the same lesson to the two smaller groups to “provide instructional differentiation and
increased student participation” (Brendle, Lock, & Piazza, 2017, p. 540). Lesson planning is a
collaborative effort among the two teachers prior to instruction. Casserly and Padden (2017)
suggested that parallel teaching allows educators to “experience increased comfort levels as they
are working separately to teach the same lesson” (p. 537).
Alternate teaching
Alternate teaching allows one teacher to work with a small group of students while the
other teacher offers instruction to the rest of the class. Students in the small group receive
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remedial instruction, assessments, or enrichment (Brendle, Lock, & Piazza, 2017). The small
group of students may also receive supportive instruction on a specific subject during alternate
teaching (Friend, Reising, & Cook, 1993). Additionally, the small group is typically pulled out of
the regular classroom during alternate teaching. Although this method can benefit students who
need remediation, it can also make those students feel inferior to their peers (Casserly & Padden,
2017).
Team teaching
Team teaching occurs when both teachers equally plan and implement instruction (Friend
et al., 1993). The teachers instruct whole group by “both lecturing, representing different
viewpoints and multiple methods of solving problems” (Brendle, Lock, & Piazza, 2017, p. 540).
Co-teachers must adapt team teaching models to fit the needs of the students. In fact, Cook and
Friend (1995) suggested that teachers experiment with different co-teaching strategies such as
team teaching. This helps teachers learn what works best for students to assure successful
learning outcomes.
Co-Teaching Models Debate
Cruz and Geist (2019) studied inclusive classrooms to determine the various models used
by teachers. They learned that teachers rarely implement a team-teaching model. Participants in
the study described various obstacles to team teaching. The biggest challenge was the amount
time it took to collaborate, plan, and appoint workloads equally (Cruz & Geist, 2019; Brendle,
Lock, & Piazza, 2017). Teachers often had different schedules and planning times, which
hindered collaboration. However, research has shown that effective co-teaching requires teachers
to be knowledgeable in the different co-teaching models (Murawski & Lochner, 2010). This can
only happen through co-planning. During co-planning, teachers define the model most suited for
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the lesson and their roles and responsibilities for instruction (Murawski & Lochner, 2010;
Brendle, Lock, & Piazza, 2017). Research conducted by Oh et al. (2017) revealed that coteachers tended to choose one model of co-teaching that worked for them, and they avoided
exploring other approaches. This lead to a “missed opportunity to engage all students” (p. 14).
This approach also failed to provide differentiated instruction. Hunter et al. (2018) found that the
most commonly used model is one teach, one assist. This fact is concerning because, although it
is a co-teaching model, it fails to “fully involve both co-teachers in providing instruction”
(Hunter et al., 2018, p. 56). Furthermore, Pancsofar and Petroff (2016) found that teachers who
consistently implemented a one teach, one assist approach had more negative feelings about coteaching than teachers who implemented a variety of co-teaching models. Everett (2017) asserted
that team teaching is a highly effective model, especially when one teacher is highly
knowledgeable about a subject or topic. The other teacher observes, and then the teachers’ roles
switch, so that both teachers share in the teaching process. Students will benefit from it because
they actively and equally interact with both teachers.
There is a discrepancy among the training that preservice special education and
preservice general education teachers receive. Shin et al. (2016) found that general education
preservice teachers’ training focuses more on content and less on behavior management, while
special education preservice teachers have more training and preservice experience on behavior
management. This can lead to differing approaches to behavior issues in the classroom. Special
education preservice teachers used positive reinforcement rather than punishment tactics used
more frequently by general education preservice teachers. Additionally, general education
preservice training programs spent more time focusing on content delivery, whereas special
education preservice programs focused on how to provide accommodations and modify
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instruction and content. These different training models can lead to differing views among
general education and special education teachers who co-teach together (Shin et al., 2016).
Co-Teaching Perceptions
Co-teaching has many advantages. Having two teachers in one classroom can help avert
behavior issues. Likewise, the needs of all students may be more easily addressed with two
teachers in the room (Chitiyo & Brinda, 2018). Also, a teacher may recognize that a general
education student needs additional support. This fact may be overlooked with one teacher in the
room (O’Leary, 2015). Co-teaching also lends itself to collaboration between teachers. They can
share ideas and offer personal and professional support. Also, students can experience teaching
from two different points of views and teaching styles. The downside to co-teaching is that,
according to Shin et al. (2016), general education and special education teacher often have
difficulty navigating the muddy waters of co-teaching. Both groups felt that co-teaching was one
of their biggest challenges.
Student’s Perceptions of Inclusion and Co-Teaching
Mowat (2015) noted that the unique needs and supports of a child are dependent on
variables that affect how they interact with each other. Some students react positively to students
with special needs; others may feel uncomfortable or unsure of how to react. Students learn
about kindness when they observe teachers having social interactions with students and serving
as positive role models. Sanagi (2016) analyzed students’ perceptions of inclusion. The findings
showed that most students felt they were part of a school culture that was unique. Students were
most satisfied when teachers provided interventions in a positive manner and when
administrators actively participated in students’ learning. Likewise, Shogren et al. (2015) found
that a positive school culture included administrator and staff engagement with students, positive
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peer support, and family involvement. Students in this encouraging school culture had positive
feelings about inclusive education. Sanagi (2016) pointed out that students seek to achieve to
positive and inclusive transformation within the school. Those who had high expectations of
others felt supported and valued, and had good relationships with teachers. Also, they fostered
positive attitudes toward each other in an inclusive classroom. Students’ positive feelings of
inclusion increased when they had a trusting and respectful relationship with each other, and
positive parental involvement (Shogren et al., 2015). Students often recognized barriers to
learning among their peers with special needs that teachers may have overlooked (Sanagi, 2016).
Garwood (2018) oversaw a research study and learned that students without disabilities
had mostly positive feelings about inclusion. They appreciated having the opportunity to help
others, and learned to recognize differences among students. Being in the same class promoted a
greater understanding of each other. An enquiry conducted by Shogren et al. (2015) discovered
that students with special needs preferred a classroom setting that is inclusive. The students
wanted to be with their peers, even though they recognized the need for additional support and
felt negatively about being pulled out of the classroom. Solis et al. (2012) concurred that students
enjoyed having the opportunity to work in small group or partner settings because they valued
learning from each other. In general, students preferred cooperative learning over whole group
instruction. Likewise, Rohm et al. (2018) learned that most students had a positive view of
inclusion because it promotes fairness and equality. Mowat (2015) found that students were
optimistic about inclusion if their teacher had extensive training on educating students with
emotional and behavior disorders (EBD), versus teachers who received little to no training on
how to support students with EBD. Moreover, Shogren et al. (2015) found that most students
support inclusive education and have positive attitudes about it. There was a strong correlation
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between students’ views of inclusive instruction and the attitudes of the teachers and
administrators. This sentiment was shared by Solis et al. (2012) who found that middle school
students enjoyed the benefits of having another teacher in the room. They preferred activities that
involved choice, variety, and interaction with others.
Educators’ Perceptions of Inclusive Instruction and Co-Teaching
Co-teaching is one of the biggest challenges teachers face in the classroom. Unclear roles
between general education and special education teachers cause anxiety and tension among
teachers (Shin et al., 2016). However, Rohm et al. (2018) studied teachers’ attitudes about
inclusion and found that successful inclusion education was largely dependent upon their
attitudes. Orakci et al. (2016) found that teachers’ attitudes about inclusion determined whether
they successfully implemented inclusive instruction. Educators with positive attitudes of
inclusion had more success in the inclusion setting. Teachers who received adequate training and
had supportive peers and administrators valued inclusive instruction. Educators who were
flexible and adapted easily to different situations had more positive feelings about inclusion than
teachers who were inflexible and unable to adapt (Martin et al., 2019). Also, those who
embraced inclusion generally had high self-efficacy and a good sense of well-being.
Grynova and Kalinichenko (2018) discovered that teachers with high self-efficacy
viewed themselves as more capable of successfully implementing the inclusion model than those
with low self-efficacy. The researchers also found that special education teachers had higher selfefficacy for students with special need than general education teachers. Rohm et al. (2018)
suggested that teachers’ attitudes about inclusion largely depend on the training they receive,
their experiences with inclusive instruction, and the students’ disabilities. Grynova and
Kalinichenko (2018) found that even though special education teachers had positive views of

46
inclusion, they feared that full inclusion models would diminish decades of specialized, special
education training, which would result in less experienced and qualified special education
teachers. They were also concerned that fewer resources would be available to them.
Everett (2017) indicated that the key to a successful co-teaching relationship is mutual
motivation. When both teachers want to learn from each other, and are open to learning new
ways to support students, successful co-teaching will occur. A study by Rohm et al. (2018)
revealed that the general education teachers relied heavily on the resource teacher to teach
students with disabilities. They believed that students with special needs were the sole
responsibility of the special education teacher. This idea can lead to tension between the general
education and special education teachers. In one study, teachers expressed frustration and felt
overwhelmed due to the significant amount of time it took to identify how students with special
needs fit into a particular category, and how they learned (Grynova & Kalinichenko, 2018).
Langher et al. (2017) analyzed special education teachers’ perceived feelings of support, actual
support received, and how those supports impacted their attitudes of burnout. The participants’
negative feelings about the support they received left them feeling emotionally exhausted and
insignificant. When teachers felt unsupported by colleagues, their attitudes about the support
they received were negative. Teachers who felt supported by colleagues had positive views of
co-teaching. Collaboration, cooperation, and support between colleagues resulted in positive
feelings of acceptance, professional accomplishment, and participation (Langher et al., 2017).
Special education teachers’ anxiety levels decreased when they worked in a supportive school
environment that viewed students with special needs as the school’s responsibility, rather than
the special education teacher’s sole obligation (Bettini et al., 2018).
The research findings of Mann and Whitworth (2017) revealed that general and special
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education teachers, along with paraprofessionals, felt that the administrators should more clearly
define roles and responsibilities. One teacher said, “Role clarification is needed to effectively
support all students, including those with disabilities” (p. 25). Brunsting et el. (2014) reviewed
studies about burnout in special education teachers from 1979 to 2013. They concluded that lack
of administrative support was a major cause for burnout. Weiss et al. (2019) recommended that
administrators identify teachers who felt stress and determine the causes of those stressors. They
encouraged school leaders to support teachers through collaboration and dialogue. Once
administrators have identified triggers leading to stress, they should offer support and training.
An educator’s experience may impact their attitudes about co-teaching. Bettini et al.
(2018) examined the attitudes of special education teachers who had been teaching less than
three years. They recounted feeling overwhelmed by unmanageable workloads, student case-load
size, lack of support from administration, and lack of planning time to collaborate with
colleagues. Preservice teachers felt ill-prepared and anxious about co-teaching. They were
unclear of their role in the classroom (Shin et al., 2016). However, as they gained more
experience with co-teaching, their anxiety about co-teaching decreased. Mngo and Mngo (2018)
found that teachers with six to 25 years of experience had the most positive attitudes of coteaching and inclusion.
As special education teachers’ workloads increase, schools are hiring paraprofessionals to
support students with special needs. Paraprofessionals outnumber special education teachers in
schools across the United States (Irvin et al., 2018). Paraprofessionals fill the gap left by special
education and general education teachers (Martin et al., 2019). Paraprofessionals frequently work
with students with EBD, who are among the most difficult to support. Hendrix et al. (2018)
found that paraprofessionals feel ill-prepared to manage difficult student behavior in the
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classroom. Additionally, they do not feel respected or appreciated, and are overlooked when
training opportunities arise. This issue further complicates the relationships between general
education teachers, special education teachers, and paraprofessionals.
Collaboration
Meaningful collaboration between educators and administrators is an essential
component of inclusive instruction and co-teaching (Langher et al., 2017). Co-teachers who
collaborate, plan together, and communicate frequently are more likely to successfully
implement inclusive instruction (King-Sears et al., 2019). Successful collaboration in the
inclusive classroom requires the special education and general education teacher to talk
frequently. Teachers should discuss students’ instructional and testing accommodation, and
adaptations for instruction and assignments. Teachers should also frequently review student
behavior plans (Shin et al., 2016). These conversations must be ongoing, in order to ensure that
educators are meeting the needs of all students.
Positive relationships among co-teachers, and effective collaboration decreased
educators’ level of stress (Weiss et al., 2019). Teachers with the lowest stress levels reported that
they reviewed and discussed students’ IEPs, and developed strategies to modify and instruction,
while teachers with high stress did not collaborate. This event was primarily due to teachers’
busy schedules. In fact, Everett (2017) recommended that both teachers understand the content
of each student’s IEP, including all needed accommodations. This activity takes time and
requires cooperation between the two teachers. Bettini et al. (2018) found that collaboration and
training with other teachers helped novice teachers feel successful. Pre-service teachers were
more likely to achieve effective co-teaching when they had positive, collaborative interactions
with teachers (Shin et al., 2016).
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Most educators agree that collaboration between the special education and general
education teachers is vital to successful co-teaching instruction. However, many educators report
that there are few opportunities to jointly plan and communicate (Chitiyo & Brinda, 2018).
Everett (2017) stressed the importance of collaboration and suggested that co-teachers
collaborate during class if they do no share common planning time. For example, teachers can
look for occasions to work together while students do independent work. Collaboration is equally
important to paraprofessionals. They value recognition, trust, and respect. Schneider (2018)
found that paraprofessionals want to feel empowered in the classroom and frequently seek
opportunities for professional growth. Paraprofessionals want educators to view them as partners
and leaders when teachers make decisions about student’s academic and social well-being.
Quality education occurs when general education teachers, special education teachers,
paraprofessionals communicate and foster positive relationships. (Biggs et al., 2016). Educators
believe that a positive working relationship among colleagues is critical and that students benefit
when teachers effectively collaborate. However, teachers report facing many obstacles that
prevent effective collaboration between teachers.
Educators’ Preparedness
Teachers are responsible for building the foundation of a successful inclusive setting and
ensuring that they are meeting students’ educative needs. Hence, educators must be proficient in
inclusive instructional, and co-teaching practices (Navarro et al., 2016). Adequate training for all
school staff is necessary, so that they understand how to provide inclusionary services (Mowat,
2015). When schools develop training and support programs about inclusion and co-teaching,
teachers gain confidence and have less burnout, which can reduce attrition rates (Langher et al.,
2017). Researchers Solis et al. (2012) expressed alarm at the number of general education
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teachers who reported feeling ill-prepared to effectively teach in an inclusive setting. They found
that general education teachers felt most comfortable teaching in a whole group setting while the
special education teacher played a subordinate role and managed behavior issues.
Researchers found that there is a pressing need for teachers to receive training in
inclusive education and co-teaching practices (Chitiyo & Brinda, 2018). However, Oh et al.
(2017) noted that many teachers do not receive adequate training and skills to effectively coteach. Chitiyo and Brinda (2018) discovered that most participants in a study about inclusion and
co-teaching understood the foundations of co-teaching, but indicated that they need more
training on how to successfully implement different co-teaching models. The participants’
experiences with co-teaching did not affect their proficiency with co-teaching. Even the teachers
who had been in co-taught settings conveyed their lack of confidence in their ability to co-teach
and felt they needed training. These findings suggested that many educators lack understanding
of inclusion instruction and co-teaching practices (Hernandez et al., 2016).
In a study implemented by Grynova and Kalinichenko (2018) general education teachers
reported that they spent an insufficient amount of time learning how to properly identify
students’ needs to provide effective support and accommodations. Educators who lack the
understanding of inclusive education and co-teaching instruction struggle to successfully
implement co-teaching strategies. This issue can negatively impact student success (Hernandez
et al., 2016). Furthermore, a teacher’s lack of training about inclusion and co-teaching could
result in ineffective or non-existent co-teaching practices. The teacher may implement
alternative, ineffective teaching strategies that could potentially violate students’ rights (Chitiyo
& Brinda, 2018). When educators fail to properly implement co-teaching, students suffer
because they may not be receiving adequate, federally mandated support (Hernandez et al.,
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2016).
Researchers Chitiyo and Brinda (2018) found that general education and special
education teachers felt anxious and unsure of their roles and responsibilities. General education
teachers lacked knowledge and understanding of how to provide instructional accommodations.
Special education teachers felt ill-prepared to plan and implement curriculum and instruction.
Teachers in one study expressed their resentment of inclusion education because they lacked the
training, knowledge, and skills needed to successfully implement the inclusion model (PoonMcBrayer, 2018). Everett (2017) revealed that general education teachers received little to no
training on how to work with students with special needs. Most undergraduate programs do not
have classes that prepare educators to effectively meet the needs of students with special needs.
The courses offered describe the characteristics of disabilities, but do not address the specific
skills, techniques, and interventions that the teacher should use to help students with special
needs. Likewise, Shin et al. (2016) discovered that preservice teachers in special education
programs did not fully understand co-teaching practices. They thought their role was to follow
the in-service teacher’s lessons and lacked understanding of the collaborative part of co-teaching.
Another research study by King-Sears et al. (2019) found that special education preservice
programs rarely provide adequate training and practice to prepare teachers to effectively coteach. Shin et al. (2016) studied pre-service teacher programs and concluded that preservice
programs offer inadequate training and preparation. The researchers stressed the need for
training programs on inclusive instruction and co-teaching. Chitiyo and Brinda (2018) researched
education training programs and found that 44% of preservice teachers learned about coteaching. Hence, more than half of those teachers entered the educational setting with no training
on inclusive instruction and co-teaching.
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Teachers who work with students with emotional and behavior issues require intensive
training and support to meet the needs of those students (van der Worp et al., 2016). Special
education teachers reported that providing social and behavioral support to students with special
needs was the most challenging part of the job and resulted in high attrition among special
education professionals (Garwood et al., 2018). Shin et al. (2016) found that pre-service teachers
receive little training about students with EBD and lack the skills need to address behavior
issues. The research completed by van der Worp et al. (2016) showed that students with EBD
have lower academic scores and abilities than those without emotional and behavior disorders.
Behavior issues often take students and teachers away from instruction and academic
tasks. Students with emotional and behavior disorders present challenges to teachers because
they often struggle academically (van der Worp et al., 2016). When confronted with problematic
behaviors, teachers often focus on controlling or stopping the behavior with a disciplinary action.
The focus switches from academics to behavior management. Students and teachers lose
important academic learning when instruction time turns to behavior management. Brunsting et
al. (2014) cited behavior issues as a major cause of teacher burnout. However, the researchers
also found that teacher burnout can cause behavior issues. Those students may be disruptive and
may struggle both socially and academically. Further, those students may be less likely to
achieve the goals set forth in their IEPs.
Professional Development
There have been many research studies that examine professional development
opportunities for educators to prepare them for inclusive, co-teaching instruction. The studies
revealed that teachers’ training needs vary. For example, Shin et al. (2016) learned that
preservice teachers studying special education needed more training on how to plan, create, and
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implement instruction. Students in the general education preservice program desired additional
training about classroom management and strategies for instruction. Bettini et al. (2018)
identified a need for ongoing support and training for the novice teacher and suggested that
schools take a team approach to helping them manage heavy workloads. A study by Solis et al.
(2012) revealed that many special education teachers lacked knowledge and understanding of coteaching models and best practices. They acknowledged that the most common co-teaching
model is the one where the general education teacher maintains control of the classroom while
the special education teacher moves about the room and monitors students. The researchers
stressed the need for general education and special education teachers to establish roles and
responsibilities before co-teaching occurs.
Hernandez et al. (2016) recommended ongoing teacher training programs about inclusion
in order to increase teacher self-efficacy. This training could increase student outcomes and
narrow students’ gaps in achievement. They encouraged district administrators to coordinate the
program. Poon-McBrayer (2018) stressed the importance of teacher training and on-site coaching
to support inclusion. They advocated for an in-house training program whereby experienced
teachers and support staff offer co-teaching strategies to less experienced teachers. They
encouraged administrators to take a lead role by offering support to teachers, staff, and students.
Brock and Carter (2015) examined paraprofessionals’ self-efficacy of preparedness in an
inclusive setting. Participants followed a training program that included consistent and sustained
video-modeling, coaching and follow-up feedback. The most efficacious part of the program was
follow-up coaching. The randomized, controlled trial study was the first of its kind to show that
paraprofessionals can successfully provide evidence-based practices to help serve the needs of
students with special needs and work with special education and general education teachers
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(Brock & Carter, 2015).
Mason et al. (2019) assessed the impact of teacher-implemented coaching with
performance feedback. Accuracy of data collection improved immediately with coaching and
performance feedback from special education teachers occurred. The qualitative data showed
that paraprofessionals had a positive view of teacher-as-coach training. They appreciated having
time to meet with the lead teacher and receive feedback. A similar training model could be
initiated with general education and special education teachers to increase their self-efficacy in
inclusive instruction. Sobeck et al. (2019) noted that performance feedback is a positive
instructive approach for teachers. The results indicated that performance feedback yielded more
effective results than didactic instruction alone. Student response to paraprofessional instruction
improved with performance feedback to the professional. The researchers suggested that
feedback on performance resulted in immediate and sustained change in behavior.
Implications for Future Studies
Additional research about inclusive instruction and co-teaching could examine the
methods that teachers use to successfully co-teach (Bettini et al., 2018). Aldabas (2018) observed
classrooms with co-teachers and learned that educators are often unwilling or unable to achieve
successful co-teaching and encouraged future researchers to examine obstacles and challenges
that teachers face while co-teaching. Further research is needed to analyze how co-teachers
collaborate and implement a variety of co-teaching models to meet students’ needs. Chitiyo and
Brinda (2018) expressed the need for more research to identify how teachers deliver co-teaching
instruction and ways to improve co-teaching practices. Bettini et al. (2018) recommended that
researchers examine the struggles teachers encounter when co-teaching.
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Summary
The literature gathered for this study included a variety of topics about educators’ role in
the inclusion setting. The literature reviews indicated that proper training, support from
administration, and opportunities to collaborate improved self-efficacy. The studies also
indicated that educators lack the training and resources needed to successfully implement
inclusive instruction through co-teaching. Educators generally use the co-teaching model that
requires the least amount of planning and collaboration. This is often due to teachers’ lack of
knowledge on how to effectively co-teach.
The author’s study explored educators’ views on inclusive instruction and co-teaching,
and revealed how instruction during co-teaching could be improved. The researcher gathered
information through interviews, focus groups, and surveys to ascertain educators’ feelings about
co-teaching, collaboration, and training. The researcher also studied the participant’s current coteaching practices. The participants were asked to explain obstacles to co-teaching and offered
suggestions for improving inclusive instruction.
This study had both theoretical and practical implications. Researchers have shown that
teachers’ self-efficacy improves when they feel confident about co-teaching. This relates to
Bandura’s theory of self-efficacy. Educators with high self-efficacy tend to have positive
feelings about their ability to do their job and are more satisfied in their position. Vygotsky’s
sociocultural theory suggests that people learn through collaboration with others. Researchers
have found that collaboration and training are necessary for successful co-teaching. The
researcher’s findings enabled the researcher to suggest strategies for collaboration and training to
improve co-teaching.

56
CHAPTER THREE: PROPOSED METHODS
Overview
The purpose of this applied study was to improve co-teaching strategies at Belmont
Middle School in north Georgia and to make recommendations to solve the problem. A
multimethod design was used and consisted of both qualitative and quantitative approaches. The
first approach was structured interviews with general education teachers. The second approach
was focus groups with special education teachers. The third approach was surveys completed by
general education and special education teachers. The researcher gathered and analyzed data
from educators to improve instruction during co-teaching at Belmont Middle School in north
Georgia.
An explanation of the design method, along with the rationale for using the method is
included in Chapter Three. The researcher restates the purpose of the research, along with the
guiding questions that drove the methods used to collect and analyze data. The chapter also
includes a description of the research design, as well as the methods used to gather information.
The researcher describes and justifies the setting and participants. A detailed account of the
researcher’s role includes: procedures taken to ensure integrity of the research, an analysis of the
data collection process, and ethical considerations. The researcher provides a conclusion at the
end of the chapter.
Design
Scholars use a variety of terms, such as integrative, mixed, multimethod, etc. to refer
studies that integrate qualitative and quantitative approaches. Researchers define mixed method
research as “research in which the investigator collects and analyzes data, integrates the findings,
and draws inferences using both qualitative and quantitative approaches or methods in a single
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study or a program of inquiry” (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2009, p. 283). Multimethod research
designs are becoming increasingly popular due to the variety of data that is collected and
analyzed (Long, 2017). This applied research study used a triangulation multimethod research
design to examine how co-teaching strategies could be improved at Belmont Middle School in
north Georgia. The researcher incorporated qualitative and quantitative approaches in order to
“answer the research questions in the most effective manner” (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2009, p.
285). Two data collection and analysis methods were qualitative in nature. The third data
collection and analysis method followed a quantitative model. The first approach was structured
interviews with five general education teachers. The second approach consisted of focus groups
with five special education teachers. The third, quantitative approach, was surveys. The surveys
were sent electronically to all special education and general education teachers at Belmont
Middle School.
A multimethod design was used because it reduced limitations that can occur when using
only one method (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Additionally, Gutterman and Fetters (2018)
found that researchers may collect more beneficial information when using a multimethod
approach. The researcher’s intent was to collect and analyze data in multiple ways. Data
collected from a multimethod approach may be viewed with a wider scope than data collected
from a single method approach (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2009).
Qualitative Research
Gibson (2017) described qualitative data as information that is gathered through verbal
communication or observations. Data is captured through recordings, which is then transcribed to
text. Qualitative research is “concerned with aspects of reality that cannot be quantified”
(Queiros, et al., p. 370). While using qualitative data methods such as interviews and focus
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groups, the researcher identified similarities and themes among the participants. Creswell and
Creswell (2018) encouraged researchers to implement qualitative methods in a participant’s
natural setting. Therefore, focus groups and interviews occurred at Belmont Middle School. The
researcher’s goal was to facilitate meaningful discussion and conversations and to understand
and explain participants’ opinions and perspectives (Wium & Louw, 2018). Creswell and
Creswell (2018) noted that the researcher is the data instrument who will code the data and
identify themes.
Quantitative Research
Data acquired by quantitative methods are represented as numeric symbols of ideas and
beliefs (Gibson, 2017). The data has one viewpoint, because it comes from a single person
(Wium & Louw, 2018). Samples are typically large and are considered representative of the
larger population (Gibson, 2017). The researcher sent electronic surveys to all educators at
Belmont Middle School to gain insight into their thoughts about improving co-teaching. The
findings did “provide a quantitative description of trends, attitudes, and opinions of a population”
(Creswell & Creswell, 2018, p. 147). In this study, the population in which Creswell and
Creswell referred to were secondary educators in the Madison County school district.
Research Questions
Central Question: How can co-teaching be improved at Belmont Middle School located
in north Georgia?
Sub-question 1: How would general education teachers in interviews improve coteaching at Belmont Middle located in north Georgia?
Sub-question 2: How would special education teachers in focus groups improve coteaching at Belmont Middle school located in north Georgia?
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Sub-question 3: How would quantitative survey data from general education and special
education teachers improve co-teaching at Belmont Middle School located in north Georgia?
Setting
The setting of the study was Belmont Middle School in north Georgia. Belmont Middle
School is in the Madison County School System. There is one superintendent of Madison County
School System. It is the seventh largest school district in Georgia and serves 50,658 students
(Madison County Schools website). Madison county’s website shows that the county has grown
53% over the last ten years and includes 38 schools: 21 elementary, 10 middle, and seven high
schools. Four additional schools will be opened by 2022. Each elementary school has one
principal and at least two assistant principals. Every middle school and high school has at least
one graduation coach and one instructional coach.
According to the school’s website, Belmont Middle School serves 1,184 students. Forty
percent of the student population is considered minority, and nine percent are economically
disadvantaged. Ten percent of the students receive services through an IEP. The student to
teacher ratio is 18:1. Administration consists of one principal, two assistant principals, one
graduation coach, and one instructional coach. There are three counselors, one for each grade
level. At Belmont Middle School, there is one self-contained class that includes eight students.
All other students with special needs are supported by paraprofessionals in science and social
studies classes. In English language arts and math classes, some students with special needs
attend small group resource classes, while others participate in an inclusive instructional setting
with a general education and special education teacher.
This study focused on general education and special education teachers who taught either
English language arts or math. Inclusive classes have a certified general education teacher and a

60
certified special education teacher. At Belmont Middle School, there are 54 math classes. Thirty
percent of those classes are either inclusive (15%), or small group resource classes (15%). The
remaining courses are on-level, advanced, accelerated, or high school level. Likewise, there are
54 English language arts courses, of which 30 percent are either inclusive (15%), or small group
resources classes (15%). The remaining course are on-level or advanced.
Belmont Middle School was an appropriate location for this study because there is a
countywide initiative to improve instruction during co-teaching in inclusive classrooms. The
county is currently creating professional development opportunities to increase awareness of the
different types of co-teaching models and strategies. Additionally, an administrator at Belmont
Middle School encouraged the researcher to pursue this research (R. Maxwell, personal
communication, on August 26, 2019). The administrator, who has since become the principal of
Belmont Middle School, stated that instruction during co-teaching at Belmont Middle School
could be improved. Finally, the researcher is an employee at Belmont Middle School and saw a
need to improve instruction during co-teaching practices.
Participants
Convenience and purposeful sampling was used to select the participants in the study.
Convenience sampling is one of the most common sampling designs. Participants were selected
based on their proximity to research. Convenience sampling is inexpensive, efficient, and easy to
execute (Jager et al., 2017). The researcher used convenience sampling by selecting participants
who work at Belmont Middle School. Maxwell (2009) described purposeful sampling as an
approach whereby participants and settings are “deliberately selected” (p. 235). The small,
homogenous sample size offered more assurance that the findings appropriately reflected the
representatives.
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The population for this study included 45 general education teachers and 13 special
education teachers at Belmont Middle School. Five general education teachers were purposefully
selected from the population to participate in interviews and a survey. Five special education
teachers were purposefully selected from the population to participate in focus groups and a
survey. Surveys were sent to the 58 general education and special education teachers. Purposeful
sampling was used to collect survey data. The researcher used survey data from participants who
indicated they had been in an inclusive instructional classroom with a co-teacher within the last
five years.
The Researcher’s Role
The researcher was motivated to conduct this study at Belmont Middle School because
administrators and educators have expressed that co-teaching strategies at Belmont Middle
School can be improved. Additionally, the county recently implemented an initiative for all
schools in the county to strengthen co-teaching strategies. Professional development courses are
being created by educators within the county. The results of this study were shared with those
who are creating and implement the training. The researcher is a teacher at Belmont Middle
School and has worked as a general education and special education teacher. Currently, the
researcher is the interrelated resource teacher in seventh grade English Language Arts. The
researcher has worked in a co-taught setting with one potential participant in the study. To
prevent a natural bias from occurring, the candidate was ineligible to participate in the study.
Qualitative research methods are beneficial when the researcher needs to learn about a
participant’s experiences. Qualitative studies, such as focus groups, conversations, and
interviews helped the researcher gain understanding in a subjective manner. Bracketing occurs
when the researcher divulges preconceived notions or biases that may occur throughout the
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research. This practice reduces the possibility of having preconceptions or misconceptions that
may skew data. Through bracketing, the researcher disclosed information such as: professional
experience, professional and personal relationship information about the researcher and
participants, and any other pertinent information the researcher and committee deemed pertinent.
Writing memos and keeping notes during research and analysis ensured that the information was
bracketed. The notes revealed unintentional biases that arose. Interviews with an outside party
before, during, and after research uncovered unintentional biases or themes. A journal that noted
biases or ideas about the research questions was maintained before the questions were written,
during the research and analysis, and at the conclusion of the study. These strategies helped the
researcher identify and address preconceived ideas and biases (Tufford & Newman, 2012).
Procedures
The International Review Board (IRB) is a committee that outlines the ethical and moral
codes that a researcher must follow throughout the research process (Hicks, 2019). Permission
from the IRB was obtained (see Appendix A for IRB approval). Written permission was obtained
from the superintendent, the director of special education services, the principal of Belmont
Middle School, and the key gatekeepers at any site, etc. (see Appendix B for superintendent
approval letter). Once all permissions to conduct the study were granted, recruitment of
participants commenced.
Participants’ autonomy must be respected. This can occur through informed consent
(Bailey, 2019). The informed consent described the purpose of the research. It stated that
participation was voluntary and participants could withdrawal at any time. Any foreseeable risks
were explained, and a description of what the participant could expect throughout the study was
included (See Appendices C,D, and E for informed consent). The recruitment letter also
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contained the preceding information (See Appendices F, G, and H for recruitment letters).
Once permission from the IRB was obtained, the researcher gathered data through
interviews, focus groups, and surveys. Hicks (2019) encouraged researchers to eliminate all
direct identifiers such as names, locations, and email addresses. Pseudonyms were used for all
names, locations, email addresses, and any other identifiers. During interviews and focus groups,
the researcher assigned a number to each participant. This ensured that participants’ names were
not revealed. Participants were not notified of this. Transcripts, recordings, consent to
participate, and all other related documents were stored in a locked filed cabinet. Survey data
was collected through Survey Monkey, and participants were not asked for identifying
information, such as email addresses (Hicks, 2019).
Data Collection and Analysis
Three data collection methods were used. Qualitative data was collected through
interviews and focus groups. The researcher applied a thematic analysis to the qualitative data
through an Excel spreadsheet. The data was coded and aligned with key theoretical framework
constructs to analyze qualitative data. Maxwell (2009) noted that coding qualitative data breaks
up the data and reorganizes it into groupings. This action reveals comparisons of items in and
among the different groupings. Categorizing data makes it easier to “develop a general
understanding of what is going on, to generate themes and theoretical concepts” (Maxwell, 2009,
p. 237) and to classify data. The codes were used to test and support themes and ideas.
Quantitative data was coded to determine the amount of occurrences in each category (Maxwell,
2009). Quantitative data was collected through surveys.
Ose (2016) developed a method for sorting and structuring data using Microsoft Word
and Excel. The researcher used this method to sort and code data collected from interviews,
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focus groups, and surveys. This approach was used “to sort and structure large amounts of
unstructured data” (Ose, 2016, p. 1). The researcher sorted and structured data by following these
steps:
1. Collected data through interviews, focus groups, and surveys.
2. Transcribed the audio files from the interviews and focus groups into a Microsoft Word
document.
3. Imported the text into a Microsoft Excel file.
4. Prepared the Excel document for coding by placing questions in one column and answers
in another.
5. Created a flat code and organized by broad themes.
6. Sorted the coded information by participant in a sequential order.
7. Sorted the broad themes into more concise categories.
8. Transferred quotes and references from Excel to Word using the same formatting.
9. Sorted the text into a logical structure based on the coding using headings and subheadings.
10. Analyzed the data using an inductive approach.
Interviews
The first sub-question for this study explored how general education teachers in an
interview would improve co-teaching at Belmont Middle School in north Georgia. Five general
education teachers were individually interviewed (see Appendix I for interview questions). The
researcher gained valuable information during interviews through follow up questions. This
action lead to other ideas or concerns for which the researcher had not considered. Stewart and
Shamdasani (2009) suggested that interviews be conducted in a “guided…directed” manner so
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that “it remains focused on the topic of interest and the questions prepared” (p. 600). The
interview guide is a vital part of the process and includes general, open-ended questions about
the topic. The guide does not contain all questions, but does include questions important to the
research and ensures that all relevant topics are included (Stewart & Shamdasani, 2009). An
interview guide was maintained throughout the interviews.
The semi-structured interview process began with an explanation of the purpose of both
the research and interview. Each participant was interviewed separately, and the interview was
recorded. A written transcript was provided to the interviewee within two weeks. This enabled
the participant to review the transcript and alert the researcher of any discrepancies or
misinformation. Additionally, the researcher was flexible and open to changing questions, or
opening new lines of thought based on the interviewee’s responses (Stewart & Shamdasani,
2009). The following questions were asked:
1. What do you enjoy about co-teaching?
Research based studies about co-teaching indicate that co-teaching is an effective model
that fosters success for all students in the general educational setting (Cramler et al., 2010;
Conderman & Liberty, 2018). Instruction can be differentiated and specialized when two
teachers are in the classroom. By answering this question, participants further developed
thoughts and experiences about co-teaching.
2. What challenges (if any) have you encountered when co-teaching?
Co-teaching is one of the biggest challenges teachers face in the classroom. Unclear roles
between general education and special education teachers cause anxiety and tension among
teachers (Shin et al., 2016). However, Rohm et al. (2018) studied teachers’ attitudes about
inclusion and found that successful inclusion education was largely dependent upon their
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attitudes. This question identified challenges that teachers at Belmont Middle School face in an
inclusive setting.
3. Describe your collaboration experiences with your students?
Vygotsky (1978) believed that interaction with others, such as collaboration, stimulated
and fostered cognitive growth. The researcher gained insight into the different types of
collaboration that occurs with various students.
4. Describe your collaboration experiences with your co-teacher.
Meaningful collaboration between educators and administrators is an essential
component of inclusive instruction and co-teaching (Langher et al., 2017). Co-teachers who
collaborate, plan together, and communicate frequently are more likely to successfully
implement inclusive instruction (King-Sears et al., 2019).
5. How do you and your co-teacher determine your responsibilities in the classroom?
Equal sharing of responsibilities in the co-taught setting is “one of the key elements of
high quality co-teaching (Simmons & Magiera, 2007). This question provided insight into how
responsibilities are shared and the teachers’ feelings about their responsibilities.
6. Describe best practices of co-teaching.
A qualitative study led by Brendle, Lock, and Piazza (2017) concluded that teachers
“lack experience in implementing collaborative co-planning, co-instructing and co-assessing to
effectively implement co-teaching” (p. 539). This question revealed teachers’ level of expertise
or understanding of co-teaching.
7. Describe the co-teaching model that is used most frequently in your classroom.
Fowler and Cosenza (2009) stated that participants need to “have access to the
information required to answer the question” (p. 376). Participants may not know the co-teaching
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methods terminology. Therefore, they were given the definitions of each type of co-teaching
model and the opportunity to ask about them.
8. Describe your preparation for teaching in an inclusive classroom setting.
Hernandez et al. (2016) found that general education teachers had low self-efficacy
regarding inclusive education because of lack of training. They suggested that teachers’ attitudes
toward inclusive instruction may improve with training. This question assessed participants’
feelings of preparedness for the inclusive setting.
9.

How do you feel about implementing co-teaching strategies?

Teachers at Belmont Middle School have never participated in a research study at
Belmont Middle School to assess their feelings about using different co-teaching models. This
question revealed teachers’ attitudes about co-teaching strategies.
10. How can co-teaching at Belmont be improved?
Banner (2010) noted that the interview questions should “reflect the overall research
questions and aims” (p. 28). This question addressed the overarching research study; how
to improve co-teaching be improved at Belmont Middle School.
Focus Group
The second sub-question for this study explored how special education teachers would
improve co-teaching at Belmont Middle School in north Georgia. Five special education teachers
participated in the focus group (see Appendix J for focus group questions).
Focus groups are a common and practical method to gather information. They are less
time consuming than interviews because the researcher interacts with many participants at one
time (Queiros et al., 2017). During a focus group, participants discuss their opinions, beliefs, and
thoughts about the research topic (Stewart et al., 2009). Liamputtong (2011) advised researchers
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to consider non-verbal communication equally important as verbal interaction. Valuable data can
be gathered through the observation of facial expressions, interruptions, pauses, body language,
tactile humor, etc. (Liamputtong, 2011). Videotaping the focus group is an effective way to
capture data from non-verbal interactions among participants (Stewart et al., 2009). Therefore,
the focus group was recorded and videotaped. The focus group session commenced with an
explanation of the purpose of both the research and the focus group. The following questions
were asked:
1. What do you enjoy about co-teaching?
Questions in a focus group can clarify and expand ideas, thoughts, and experiences that
are both similar and different (Queiros et al., 2017). By answering this question, participants
further developed thoughts and experiences about co-teaching.
2. What challenges (if any) have you have encountered regarding co-teaching?
Queiros et al. (2017) note that during a focus group, participants can help stimulate ideas
among themselves through discussions. The participants were encouraged to discuss the
struggles they face through a stimulated conversation.
3. Discuss the different ways that you and your co-teacher collaborate.
Successful inclusive instruction through co-teaching requires “a high degree of
cooperation between teachers…” (Solis et al., 2012). Teachers should establish roles and
responsibilities through collaboration before co-teaching begins (Solis et al., 2012). The
responses to this question shed light on how teachers collaborate and the challenges of
collaboration. Hornby (2015) noted that collaboration between general education and special
education teachers is vital to successful inclusive education. This question revealed whether
adequate collaboration occurred between co-teachers.
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4. Describe the various co-teaching strategies you use.
Stewart et al. (2009) described the value of using illustrations and presentations in a focus
group because they can clarify an issue and stimulate conversation. The researcher provided
participants with a written explanation of the co-teaching models along with examples. This
helped identify what co-teaching strategies were used in the classroom.
5. How do you feel about implementing co-teaching strategies?
Focus groups are commonly used to gain information about an unknown topic (Stewart et
al., 2009). No research studies have been conducted at Belmont Middle School to assess
teachers’ feelings about using different co-teaching models. This question revealed teachers’
attitudes about co-teaching strategies.
6. Describe the co-teaching training you have received.
Stewart et al. (2009) encouraged researchers to ask questions to determine the validity of
a hypothesis. The literature review in this study supports the notion that teachers lack training to
co-teach. Krammer et al. (2018) suggested that training is essential to quality co-teaching. The
discussion about training confirmed the literature review findings.
7. What concerns do you have about co-teaching?
Open ended questions enable the researcher to view the issue in “holistic and
comprehensive…” way (Allen, 2017, p. 1715). This question allowed the participant to provide
feedback and opinions about co-teaching. Additional research about inclusive instruction and coteaching examined the methods that teachers use to successfully co-teach (Bettini et al., 2018).
Aldabas (2018) observed classrooms with co-teachers and learned that educators are often
unwilling or unable to achieve successful co-teaching. Aldabas encouraged future researchers to
examine obstacles and challenges that teachers face while co-teaching. Further research is
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needed to analyze how co-teachers collaborate and implement a variety of co-teaching models to
meet students’ needs.
8. How can co-teaching be improved at Belmont Middle School?
This question prompted discussion about the overarching research topic. Stewart et al.,
(2009) stated that the researcher should “assure that the discussion remains on the topic of
interest” (p. 590).
The researcher transcribed the questions and participants’ discussions verbatim.
Liamputtong (2011) recommends that the researcher transcribe the data, as opposed to hiring an
outside source to transcribe. The researcher did “become familiar again with the data they have
heard” (p. 166) which helped with “further analysis of the data” (p. 166). The data was
transcribed and then analyzed using the cut-and-paste method. Stewart et al. (2007) described the
steps to this classification method. First, the researcher identified all sections of the transcript
that directly related to the research question. Coding was used to identify themes. The topics
were sorted and a summarized report for each topic was created. A thematic analysis was
conducted, as Liamputtong (2011) noted that coding is an important component of thematic
analysis. Similar to cut-and-paste, the data was “deconstructed” and “coded” (p. 166). The data
was sorted into broad categories and then narrowed to sub-categories (Liamputtong, 2011).
Survey
The third sub-question for this study explored how quantitative survey data would
improve co-teaching at Belmont Middle School in north Georgia. Data was collected through a
survey (see Appendix K for survey questions). Queiros et al. (2017) noted that surveys can be
sent to a large group of participants at a low cost, and the results typically reflect the thoughts of
a larger population. Survey data helped the researcher identify and organize themes about a topic
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(Izgar et al., 2018). Respondents rated the degree to which they agreed or disagreed with a
statement using a Likert scale (Sullivan & Artino, 2013).
The survey was sent electronically to 58 general education and special education teachers
at Belmont Middle School and included the participants from the interviews and focus group.
Best and Harrison (2009) recommended procedures for sending surveys via email that will be
followed. The subject line invited users to participate in the survey. The message included the
purpose of the study and how the names and emails would be used. A hyperlink to the survey
was included, as well as the URL address and instructions on how to access the survey (Best &
Harrison, 2009). The survey questions were categorized to determine teacher’s level of selfefficacy regarding co-teaching: Participants responded to the extent of their agreement to each
question on a four point Like scale from one (strongly agree) to five (strongly disagree).
1. I am currently in a co-taught classroom, or have been in one within the last five years.
( ) Yes
( ) No
Fowler and Cosenza (2009) stated that a good survey question includes a specific
timeframe to ensure that the participant is clear about the reference of time. Those who answered
no to this question exited the survey. This question was created to ensure that the data collected
was recent.
2. I tend to avoid activities that I feel exceed the student’s ability level.
( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
( ) 4. Somewhat disagree
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( ) 5. Strongly disagree
Bandura (1999) asserted that of all the methods “through which human agency is
exercised, none is more central…than beliefs of self-efficacy” (p. 28). According to Bandura
(1999), self-efficacy is the foundation of all human activity. People who set lofty goals tend to be
more resilient and are better prepared to overcome obstacles and challenges than those who set
no goals or very low goals. When goals are met, perceived self-efficacy improves in other areas
of life. This question provided insight into teachers’ perceived self-efficacy about instructional
strategies used in the classroom.
3. When a student is struggling with a concept, I will persist with the activity until the
student understands it.
( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
( ) 4. Somewhat disagree
( ) 5. Strongly disagree
There are many barriers that hinder successful academic and social outcomes in the
inclusion classroom. Barriers include attitudes towards those with disabilities, misconceptions
about the negative impact that students with disabilities may have on other students, an unclear
definition of inclusion, inadequate time to prepare for inclusionary instruction, and lack of
resources. Educational leaders may place high demands on teachers which leads to frustration.
As frustration levels rise, students may be underserved and suffer academically (Billingsley et
al., 2018). This question helped identify barriers that teachers face during instruction.
4. I re-teach content in various ways in order to help struggling students.
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( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
( ) 4. Somewhat disagree
( ) 5. Strongly disagree
Teachers with high self-efficacy persist when students struggle in school. They tend to
find alternate learning materials and are willing to re-teach content in various ways (Schunk,
2012). Additionally, teachers with high self-efficacy yield successful student outcomes in
academic and social areas of learning (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). This question
revealed participants’ self-efficacy with regard to diverse instructional practices.
5. I am committed to ensuring all students succeed.
( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
( ) 4. Somewhat disagree
( ) 5. Strongly disagree
The Every Student Succeeds Act (2015) mandated that states include a more diverse set
of criteria to define school accountability and success. The intent was for schools to examine
factors other than test scores alone to determine school success and accountability. Schools were
given more autonomy to determine appropriate interventions to achieve success. The Act enables
states to have more control over the interventions used to define school success (Darrow, 2016).
The answer to this question provided insight about instruction as it related to the Every Student
Succeeds Act.
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6. I feel very confident in my ability to help all students, at all levels, learn.
( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
( ) 4. Somewhat disagree
( ) 5. Strongly disagree
Hernandez, Hueck, and Charley (2016) found that low self-efficacy among teachers
promotes negativity which can hinder students’ ability to receive the supports needed to succeed.
The authors also presented multiple studies that revealed that teachers lack training, support from
administration, and face challenging and unrealistic expectations in the inclusive educational
setting. This question helped the researcher determine teachers’ confidence and ability to be
successful in an inclusive setting.
7. I address student’s needs in a positive way.
( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
( ) 4. Somewhat disagree
( ) 5. Strongly disagree
Gallagher et al. (2017) emphasized the importance of coaching and collaboration in order
to properly train and prepare teachers for an inclusive classroom setting. Coaching and
collaboration and build positive rapports among the two co-teachers or instructors in the room.
When paraprofessionals, general education, and special education teachers have positive
relationships, inclusive educational practices improve. This question identified how teachers felt
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about inclusive education. It provided insight into how a teacher perceived working with another
teacher in the classroom. It also revealed the teacher’s attitude about inclusion education.
8. My students and I set goals and stick to them.
( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
( ) 4. Somewhat disagree
( ) 5. Strongly disagree
One of the main facets of the Social Cognitive Theory suggests that people are inherently
proactive and tend to look forwards rather than backwards. Additionally, they set challenging
goals and dismiss negative feedback that might hinder attainment. This human trait is vital to
human success. Self-efficacy lowers when one fails to achieve a goal, and it rises as a goal is
mastered (Bandura & Locke, 2003). The answer to this survey question indicated self-efficacy
levels of teachers through their ability to set goals and keep them.
9. I feel supported by my administration.
( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
( ) 4. Somewhat disagree
( ) 5. Strongly disagree
Krammer et al. (2018) regarded administrative support as an essential component to
successful co-teaching. Administration should be knowledgeable about best co-teaching
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practices and provide opportunities for co-teachers to collaborate. This question revealed how
co-teachers felt about the level of support they received from administration.
10. I work collaboratively with my co-teacher/paraprofessional.
( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
( ) 4. Somewhat disagree
( ) 5. Strongly disagree
When individuals collaborate, they “work towards a common goal, they pool knowledge
and problem-solve together” (Lofthouse & Thomas, 2015, p. 52). Collaborators also reflect upon
their own practices and adjust, if necessary, to establish best practices for teaching and learning
(Lofthouse & Thomas, 2015). Hedin and Conderman (2019) recognized collaboration as a vital
component of successful co-teaching. Effective collaboration occurs when teachers problem
solve and develop strategies to deliver quality instruction. However, Hedin and Conderman
(2019) acknowledged the many barriers to effective collaboration, such as personality
differences, experience, and support from administration. This question shed light on how
teachers at Belmont Middle School collaborated with each other.
11. Having another teacher in the room allows me to learn and grow professionally.
( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
( ) 4. Somewhat disagree
( ) 5. Strongly disagree
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Cruz and Geist (2019) noted that while the concept of team teaching seems obvious, it
has been misunderstood since its inception in 1970. The authors recognized the challenges of coteaching and said that teachers “attest that team-teaching takes considerably more effort than an
average solo course” (p. 4). Pancsofar and Petroff (2016) indicated that even though co-teaching
is a common model in inclusive classroom settings, educators lack understanding of co-teaching
practices. This question revealed teachers’ feelings about working with a co-teacher.
12. I am given opportunities to learn and grow professionally by observing successful
teachers.
( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
( ) 4. Somewhat disagree
( ) 5. Strongly disagree
Vygotsky (1978) believed that people learn new skills by observing others, and then
practicing the new skill with a more knowledgeable peer or role model. For Vygotsky,
socialization was the most important tenet to learning. This could be done in a variety of ways,
such as through observation, collaboration, and apprenticeships (Schunk, 2012). The response to
this question revealed the extent to which teachers applied Vygotsky’s theory to their own
learning.
13. My administration works as hard as I do to fulfill their obligations.
( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
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( ) 4. Somewhat disagree
( ) 5. Strongly disagree
The research findings of Mann and Whitworth (2017) revealed that general and special
education teachers, along with paraprofessionals, felt that the administrators should more clearly
define roles and responsibilities. One teacher said, “Role clarification is needed to effectively
support all students, including those with disabilities” (p. 25). Weiss et al. (2019) recommended
that administrators identify teachers who felt stress and determine the causes of those stressors.
They encouraged school leaders to support teachers through collaboration and dialogue. Once
administrators have identified triggers leading to stress, they should offer support and training.
14. The co-teacher and I share responsibilities equally.
( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
( ) 4. Somewhat disagree
( ) 5. Strongly disagree
Ashton (2015) examined the many challenges that co-teachers face in the inclusive
classroom setting. Effective co-teaching occurs when the co-teachers have a clear understanding
of their roles and responsibilities. This question identified how teachers viewed their roles and
responsibilities.
15. The general education teacher is responsible for facilitating inclusive instruction.
( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
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( ) 4. Somewhat disagree
( ) 5. Strongly disagree
Sanagi (2016) noticed a direct correlation between teachers’ understanding of inclusion
and their instructional practices and development. The more knowledgeable a teacher is about
inclusion, the more effective the instructional practices will be. This question was designed to
assess teachers’ understanding of responsibilities in a co-teaching setting.
16. The special education teacher is responsible for facilitating inclusive instruction.
( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
( ) 4. Somewhat disagree
( ) 5. Strongly disagree
Hernandez et al. (2016) found that general education teachers had more negative views of
co-teaching than special education teachers. This was partly due to general education teachers’
lack of knowledge and understanding of educating students with special needs. This question
helped identify teachers’ perceptions of who was responsible for inclusive instruction.
17. I am adequately prepared to teach in an inclusive setting.
( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
( ) 4. Somewhat disagree
( ) 5. Strongly disagree
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Hornby (2015) stressed the importance of having all teachers thoroughly trained in
teaching students with disabilities. This question ascertained participants’ feelings of
preparedness for teaching in the inclusive setting.
18. Please list any concerns you have about teaching in an inclusive classroom.
Allen (2017) stated that open-ended questions allow participants to freely express their
ideas. This can be useful in a survey, where the respondent may not have fully understood a
question, or wishes to elaborate on a question.
Data from the interviews, surveys, and focus groups was triangulated. Data triangulation
occurs when qualitative and quantitative data are collected through multiple methods, such as
interviews, surveys, and focus groups. The quantitative survey results were transformed to
qualitative data through descriptive statistical analysis. The Likert scale numbers were converted
to a written narrative, and then converted to qualitized data through qualitizing (Tashakkori &
Teddlie, 2009). There are many benefits to data triangulation and transformation. Data collection
from one method may support or contradict data from another method. The result from one
approach may be used as the foundation for analyzing the data from a different method. Also, the
results may reveal opportunities for future research studies or methods of research (Tashakkori &
Teddlie, 2009).
Ethical Considerations
Ethical considerations go beyond “goodwill or adherence to laws governing research”
(Sieber, 2009, p. 107). The researcher must build positive relationships with volunteers by
understanding their background, culture, and community so that their “needs and interests are
understood and served” (Sieber, 2009, p. 107). This study adhered to federal guidelines that
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protect participants. Those protections included; informed consent, deception, anonymity or
confidentiality, and rights to privacy (Lincoln, 2009).
The informed consent initially served as the recruitment document and included
information about the study, expectations, and possible risks of harm and profit (Hicks, 2019).
Steps taken to ensure anonymity and confidentiality were included (Sieber, 2009). The document
explained that participation was voluntary and that volunteers could withdrawal from the study at
any time. During the two week recruitment process, subjects were encouraged to ask questions
about the study and make their decision (Hicks, 2019). A research scholar noted that should
deception occur, a thorough explanation of the deception should be included in the study along
with a detailed account of the participants who were deceived (Lincoln, 2009). The researcher
and all stakeholders involved did not find evidence of deception in this study.
Anonymity ensures that participants’ identity is protected. This can be done using
pseudonyms for names and locations. As such, the researcher used pseudonyms to protect the
identify of people and places. Sieber (2009) also recommends that the researcher review audio
and video recordings in a private location. Additionally, paperwork such as consent forms,
transcripts, etc. should be stored in a locked file cabinet. The informed consent explained
participants’ rights to privacy and the steps that were taken to establish anonymity and
confidentiality. According to Sieber (2009), all data should be stored in a secure location for five
to ten years after final submission. The researcher will shred all paper documents five years after
submission. All electronic data is being house on an external hard drive. The researcher will
delete all stored data and reset the hard drive to factory setting to ensure that electronic data is
destroyed.
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Summary
This chapter explained the research methods that were used for this applied research
study. The author described how this multimethod design was implemented to improve coteaching strategies at Belmont Middle School in north Georgia and to make recommendations to
solve the problem. A description of the research setting and participants was included. The
researcher’s role in the study was defined. This included the procedures for data collection and
analysis along with ethical considerations. The chapter reiterated the purpose of the study; to
improve co-teaching strategies at Belmont Middle School in north Georgia and to make
recommendations to solve the problem.
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS
Overview
The purpose of this applied study was to explore how co-teaching could be improved at
Belmont Middle School in north Georgia and provide recommendations to improve co-teaching
strategies. The researcher used a multimethod design by collecting qualitative data from
interviews and a focus group. Quantitative data was gathered through survey responses. The
researcher analyzed the data and identified themes that corresponded with previous empirical and
theoretical research. Themes were identified and solutions to the problem were presented. The
researcher begins Chapter Four with a description of the participants and an explanation of the
research findings. Next, the researcher discusses the study’s findings as they correlate to the
empirical and theoretical literature presented in Chapter Two. Finally, this chapter concludes
with a summary of the researcher’s findings.
The research questions that drove data collection and results were:
Central Question: How can co-teaching be improved at Belmont Middle School located
in north Georgia?
Sub-question 1: How would general education teachers in interviews improve coteaching at Belmont Middle School located in north Georgia?
Sub-question 2: How would special education teachers in focus groups improve coteaching at Belmont Middle School located in north Georgia?
Sub-question 3: How would quantitative survey data from general education teachers
and special education teachers improve co-teaching at Belmont Middle School located in north
Georgia?
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Participants
Forty educators participated in this study. First, the research conducted one-on-one
interviews with five general education teachers. Next, five special education teachers attended a
focus group. Finally, 30 general education and special education teachers completed a survey.
All participants had worked with a co-teacher in a co-taught setting within the last five years.
The researcher used pseudonyms in place of all participants’ names to protect their identity. The
following sections describe the study’s participants.
Interview Participants
All interview participants were Caucasian and female and taught either math or English
language arts. As Table 1 indicates, the average age of the participants was 50 years. The
teachers had an average of 16.86 years of experience in the classroom.
Table 1
Interview Participants
Age

Years’ Experience

(Standard Deviation = 6.94)

(Standard Deviation = 3.67)

6th

58

15

7th

41

13.6

8th

50

22

Grade

The researcher interviewed five general education teachers who worked at Belmont
Middle School and taught in an inclusive classroom setting. The interviews occurred in the
teacher’s classroom either before or after school hours. The researcher used a voice recorder and
transcription application to record and transcribe the interviews. The researcher listened to each
recorded session at least three times to ensure that the speech to text translation was accurate.
Each participant read and signed the consent forms prior to the interview.
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Susan was in her mid-fifties and has taught for 15 years. Twelve of those years have been
at Belmont Middle School, and three were in upper elementary grades. Susan discussed her
preparedness for teaching in a co-taught setting and said, “When I was student teaching, there
was a co-teacher in one of the classrooms. That was it.” Susan did attend a co-teaching training
session that was offered through the county a couple of years ago. She noted, “Until I went to the
training that the county did, I had no formal training.”
Jane was approximately 50 years old and has taught for 22 years. She has been at
Belmont Middle School for nine years. Jane remarked that she enjoys working with another adult
who brings a different perspective into the classroom. However, she noted that discipline issues
were challenging when there are two adults in the room because they could provide contradicting
information. She explained, “The kids learn very quickly who to go to and who to not go to and
they play teachers against each other.”
Nancy was in her mid-forties and teaches seventh grade math. She has taught for 24 years
and has been at Belmont Middle School for 10 years. Nancy described collaboration with her coteacher as “mostly on the fly. We stop in to chat, or text, or talk while we're eating lunch. I have
lunch with her which is a huge time thing.” Nancy suggested that, “…co-taught teachers should
have lunch together because that's an easy time to collaborate. You're eating and talking, and it
helps. And you're not taking planning time. You're already together anyway.”
Angie was in her late fifties and teaches sixth grade English language arts. She has taught
for 15 years, two of which have been at Belmont Middle School. Angie wished that teachers had
“…more time to actually collaborate and share ideas and observe other people to see what works
really well and what went so badly.” Angie also recommended that administration consider
personalities when pairing co-teachers by saying, “Please don't put somebody in a co-teaching
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situation that really is not going to warm up to it.”
Lori was in her early twenties and just completed her second year of teaching. Lori said
that she received very little training and hands on experience in a co-taught classroom. She was
unaware of the amount of preparation, paperwork, and meetings that a co-taught class required.
When asked about collaboration, Lori said, “We don't sit down and figure out our responsibilities
beforehand. It's literally at the beginning of class…” She also conveyed her thoughts about
having another teacher in the classroom. “It is kind of awkward to have someone else in the
room. It’s sometimes hard to know your place.”
Focus Group Participants
As Table 2 reveals, participants had an average of 17.67 years of teaching experience and
their mean age was 46 years. All participants were females and taught either math or English
language arts. Additionally, all participants had some small group resources classes for a portion
of the day and were in a co-taught classroom during the remaining class segments.
Table 2
Focus Group Participants
Age

Years’ Experience

(Standard Deviation = 7.73)

(Standard Deviation = 7.13)

6th

52.5

25

7th

50

8

8th

35

20

Grade

The researcher interviewed five special education teachers at Belmont Middle School
who were in a co-taught setting. The focus group took place in a conference room after school
hours. The researcher used a voice recorder and transcription application to record and transcribe
the focus group. The researcher listened to each recorded session at least three times to ensure
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that the speech to text translation was accurate. Each participant read and signed the consent
forms prior to the focus group.
Amelia was in her mid-forties and had been teaching for 15 years, six of which were at
Belmont Middle School. She has taught English language arts and math in grades six, seven, and
eight. Amelia shared her thoughts on the benefits of co-teaching by saying, “I love not having to
plan full lessons and sharing that responsibility with other teachers.” However, working with
various personalities can be challenging. She noted “I worked with a general education teacher
who was very rigid…I stood in the back of the room or walked around. And all my input was
kind of cut short.”
Sophia was in her mid-twenties and had taught English language arts for five years. Four
of which were in a high school setting; one year was in a middle school setting. Sophia remarked
that co-teaching allowed teachers the opportunity to gain various perspectives and learn from
each other. She indicated that special education teachers have a higher workload than general
education teachers and said, “My co-teacher doesn’t really know about all of the paperwork
required of special education teachers.” Sophia suggested that the teachers complete a survey at
the end of each year to provide information to administration about what worked well with coteaching and what improvements could be made.
Eva was about fifty years old and had taught for eight years, all of which were at Belmont
Middle School. Eva said she liked co-teaching because, “I like being able to share discipline
issues. You have somebody else in the room with you when something happens and you have
backup.” Eva recalled completing a survey a couple of years ago from the principal. The survey
asked for teacher input about co-teaching and special education. Eva appreciated the fact that
administration reviewed the survey results and made some positive changes. She did note that
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she had been in classes for which she was not certified and did not know the content. She
explained that once administration began placing special education teachers in content certified
classrooms, teacher pairings improved.
Cheri was 50 years old and had taught for 13 years, eight of which were in elementary
school. She has been at Belmont Middle School for five years. Cheri was discouraged about the
lack of planning and collaboration time with her co-teacher. Cheri suggested having a day for coteaching teams to collaborate and complete paperwork, as has been done in the past. Cheri also
suggested that administration meet with all teachers during pre-planning to shed light on the
special education teacher’s extra responsibilities, including paperwork, meetings, and parent
communication.
Tatiana was in her mid-fifties and had taught for 12 years, three of which were at
Belmont Middle School. Tatiana discussed the benefits of co-teaching by saying, “I kind of like
the camaraderie of it. You have students with a discipline issue or students who are suddenly just
blooming, and you have someone to talk to about it and reflect with them.” Conversely, Tatiana
noted that co-teaching with more than one teacher is challenging because “it is difficult to find
that time to coordinate co-teaching with more than one person.” Tatiana pointed out that special
education teachers have a heavier workload due to the accommodations they must make for each
student based on the student’s specific, individual needs.
Survey Participants
A survey was sent to 58 general education and special education teachers who work at
Belmont Middle School and teach grades six, seven, and eight. Thirty-three people, or 57% of
the population responded to the survey, including those who participated in the interviews and
focus group. The first survey question said, “I am currently in a co-taught classroom, or have
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been in one within the last five years.” Three respondents selected “no” and exited the survey.
The remaining 30 participants completed the survey. Participants responded to the extent of their
agreement to each question on a four point Like scale from one (strongly agree) to five (strongly
disagree).
Respondents rated the degree to which they agreed or disagreed with a statement using a
five point Likert scale from one (strongly agree) to five (strongly disagree). The survey questions
were categorized to determine a teacher’s level of self-efficacy regarding co-teaching (see
Appendix G for survey questions).
Results
The researcher sought to determine how co-teaching strategies could be improved at
Belmont Middle School in north Georgia. The researcher gathered qualitative data from semistructured interviews with general education teachers and a focus group with special education
teachers. Quantitative data was collected from a survey that was sent to general education and
special education teachers. The survey was designed to gauge general education and special
education teachers’ experiences and thoughts on a co-taught classroom. The researcher analyzed
the data and identified themes related to improving co-teaching strategies at Belmont Middle
School.
Sub-question 1
Sub-question one for this study was, “How would general education teachers in
interviews improve co-teaching at Belmont Middle School located in north Georgia?” Interviews
were conducted with general education teachers from Belmont Middle School in order to find
themes related to improving co-teaching at their school. Three main themes emerged from subquestion one: (a) collaboration, (b) selection of co-teachers, and (c) training opportunities. The
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researcher analyzed the data and created a codebook (see Table 3) and identified themes (see
Table 4) and frequency codes (see Table 5) across qualitative data points.
Table 3
Codebook for Interviews with General Education Teachers
Code
Theme 1:
Collaboration

Theme 2:
Selection of co-teachers

Theme 3:
Training opportunities

Description
Includes comments related to
suggestions for improving
collaboration dynamics
between co-teachers;
particularly with the general
education and SPED teachers.
Comments focused on
potential strategies for
relationship-building and
dedicated planning.
Includes comments related to
suggestions for improving
collaboration dynamics
between co-teachers;
particularly with the general
education and SPED teachers.
Comments focused on the
selection criteria to identify
co-teachers for the classroom.
Includes comments related to
practical recommendations to
improve co-teaching
experiences. Comments focus
on various types of training
opportunities that can
enhance understanding of coteaching as well as in
practice.

Example
“Sometimes we allow other
things to become more
important than the planning.
And prioritizing it on both
sides is difficult, especially if
you're trying to manage
around meetings.”

“It's important for admin to
make sure that a teacher who
really does not want a cotaught classroom is not in
one. Some people do not
want the co-taught setting.
Admin should find people
who want it.”
“I would like to have more
frequent training to dig deep
into the different strategies
and look at different
examples. Maybe watch some
videos or observe other
teachers, and then take it back
to my classroom to try.”
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Table 4
Themes with Textual and Structural Elements, Interviews with General Education Teachers
Themes
Collaboration

Selection of Co-Teachers

Training

Codes
SPED teacher busy
Meetings
Behavior issues
Time is a challenge
Lack of planning time
SPED teacher gets pulled
Paperwork
Texting at night and on weekends
Texting
Collaboration is on the “fly”
Collaboration not a priority
Teachers pulled in too many directions
Time spent on parent communication
Collaborate during professional development days
Designate time for collaboration
Friends
Trust
Seamless
Certified
Keep teachers together
Admin support
Teacher input
Personalities
Classroom management styles
Co-teach with one teacher (versus multiple)
Share lunchtime together
Co-teaching training during PDD was helpful
Parity in co-teaching
Beginning of year training on what co-teaching looks like
Training on accommodations
No formal training on co-teaching
Observe other teachers
Share ideas
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Table 5
Frequency of Related Words, Interviews with General Education Teachers
Themes
Collaboration
Selection of Co-Teachers
Training

Frequency of Related Words
91
73
52

Theme #1. Collaboration was identified by participants as an important aspect of coteaching. Many general education teachers wished for more time to collaborate with their coteacher. Lori requested “having the time to collaborate with my co-teacher and figure out what
we're doing and who's doing what.” Another idea was to give co-teachers more dedicated time to
plan. Angie said, “We need more time to plan with co-teachers. But it needs to be dedicated time
that's going to be set aside.” Some general education teachers discussed the benefits of coteachers meeting during pre-planning to collaborate. Jane said, “It would be nice to actually talk
to the co-teacher before the year starts.” Nancy appreciated sharing lunchtime with her coteacher and remarked, “I think co-taught teachers should have lunch together because that's an
easy time to collaborate.”
The general education teachers offered several suggestions to improve co-teaching
strategies at Belmont Middle School. First, teachers requested dedicated time to collaborate,
Second, teachers suggested sharing their lunch period together. Third, teachers thought that time
should be allocated during pre-planning for collaboration.
Theme #2. Selection of co-teachers was a topic deemed important to participants.
General education teachers expressed the need for administration to consider personalities when
making decisions about who to pair for co-teaching. They noted that administrators should be
intentional when placing teachers in a co-taught setting because some teachers want to work with
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a co-teacher while others do not. Susan proclaimed, “It's important for admin to make sure that a
teacher who really does not want a co-taught classroom is not in one.” Several participants
suggested that administrators ask co-teachers about their preferences, rather than making
decisions without considering their desires or benefits.
Many teachers asserted that special education teachers should be certified in the content
area for which they are co-teaching. Susan remarked, “I think the SPED teacher should be
certified in the subject area.” Some teachers noted the importance of ensuring that new hires are
a good fit for co-taught settings. Nancy urged the hiring staff to “interview people in a way
where that will come out whether or not they're good for co-teaching situations.”
In summary, when selecting co-teachers, study participants suggested that administration
consider personalities, be intentional about pairings, and ask for teacher input regarding coteaching placement.
Theme #3. Training opportunities were viewed as a necessary aspect of co-teaching.
Some general education teachers wished to observe different classrooms and learn various
strategies to improve teaching in their own classrooms. One general education teacher said it
would be helpful to “…observe in different classrooms.” Others suggested dedicated time for
teachers to share co-teaching strategies, lessons and resources. Lori explained, “I would like to
have more frequent training to dig deep into the different strategies and look at different
examples.” Angie suggested having time to work as co-teachers and share lessons, teaching
strategies, and ways to “…work on the remediation and share specific examples.”
Regarding training, general education teachers wished to observe other teachers, have
allocated time for training, and a designated time to share strategies and ideas.
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Sub-question 2
Sub-question two for this study was, “How would special education teachers in a focus
group improve co-teaching at Belmont Middle School located in north Georgia?” As Table 6
indicates, the researcher created a codebook through data analyzation. Table 7 highlights the
themes that emerged, while Table 8 shows the frequency codes across qualitative data points.
The researcher identified two main themes: (a) collaboration, and (b) administrative support
Table 6
Codebook for Focus Group with Special Education Teachers

Code
Theme 1:
Collaboration

Theme 1:
Administrative support

Description
Includes comments related to
suggestions for improving
collaboration dynamics
between the co-teachers,
particularly with the general
education and SPED teacher.
Comments focused on
potential strategies for
relationship-building and
dedicated planning.
Includes comments related to
suggestions for improving
collaboration experiences,
with focus placed on concrete
strategies for administrative
support, quality
improvement, and
communication.

Example
“That collaboration
day…what that afforded for
the few weeks around each of
those dates, was better
planning time with that gen
ed teacher because we were
caught up on paperwork.”

“Maybe admin just like
sitting down at the beginning
of the year and saying, Okay,
these are kind of…the
boundaries…this is what the
expectations are of the gen ed
teacher and the SPED
teacher.”
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Table 7
Themes with Textual and Structural Elements, Focus Group with Special Education Teachers
Themes
Collaboration

Administrative Support

Codes
Hiring candidates
More time to collaborate
Transition meetings
Professional development days
Off-site collaboration
Co-teachers work together exclusively
Partnership
Admin support
Keep successful partnerships together
Survey
Pre-planning – set expectations
Pre-planning – analyze IEP data
Pre-planning – team building
Consistency in teacher placement

Table 8
Frequency of Related Words, Focus Group with Special Education Teachers
Themes
Collaboration
Administrative Support

Codes
40
37

Theme #1. Collaboration was also important to special education teachers. Many special
education teachers requested more time to navigate their co-teaching responsibilities as well as
other responsibilities affiliated with their roles. For instance, special education teachers were
required to complete additional transition meetings that can make the co-teaching experience
more burdensome. One special education teacher remarked that designated collaboration time
rarely happens. She said, “There's a lot of texting and phone calls on the weekends to be able to
plan together.” Another special education teacher concurred. When discussing the challenges of
co-teaching, she said, “The planning. The trying to plan together.” Providing a day for co-
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teachers to plan and collaborate may improve co-teaching collaboration. One special education
teacher advised, “We should have collaboration days for special ed, just like we're doing with
ELA and math and science and social studies.” Another special education teacher requested
“…an extra half day or something as planning, like collaboration planning."
Another recommendation to improve the co-teaching process was to ensure that teachers
who were hired were collaborative, open to new ideas, and flexible in their teaching approach.
Several special education teachers noted that these skills need to be represented by both partners
to ensure improved collaboration. As Amelia stated, this mindset should come from "…not just
the general ed teacher, but also the special ed teacher." Special education teachers discussed how
varied personalities can present challenges. One participant commented that "those types of
people should not be in the co-taught setting at all."
Relatedly, if there is an established dynamic between teachers' personalities that worked
well in the co-teaching process, special education teachers recommended that these teams be
kept together. As one teacher stated, "If their personalities work well together, keep them
together." Teachers believed that this would present the opportunity for them to grow with coteachers as a true partnership rather than working with new staff periodically.
The special education teachers offered several suggestions to improve co-teaching
strategies at Belmont Middle School. They included allowing co-teachers to have a day to
collaborate, ensuring that new co-teachers have a temperament that is conducive to co-teaching,
and keeping successful co-teaching partnerships together.
Theme #2. Administrative support was discussed among the participants as vital to
successful co-teaching. Special education teachers discussed ways in which administration could
support co-teaching at Belmont Middle School. Special education teachers emphasized the value
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in having administrative support throughout the co-teaching process. As Cheri noted, it is
important that there is "an understanding...coming from admin." Many special education teachers
advocated for established meetings with co-teaching teams during pre-planning where
administration helps teachers understand expectation and establish boundaries. One participant
expressed the benefit of administration, "…sitting down at the beginning of the year and saying...
these are the boundaries and this is what the expectations are of the general education teacher
and the special education teacher."
Several special education teachers suggested that administration send a survey to coteaching teams to analyze past experiences with co-teaching and gather recommendations for
improvements for the next academic year. Amelia noted that "there needs to be a survey or
questionnaire." The survey could use a Likert scale rating and rate teachers’ satisfaction with
selection of co-teaching teams, administrative support, and collaboration and training
opportunities. An open-ended question could ask teachers for recommendations to improve coteaching.
The special education teachers suggested several ways that administration could support
co-teachers. First, administration could be involved in the co-teaching process throughout the
year. Next, administration could host a meeting during pre-planning to explain expectations.
Finally, administration could send a survey to co-teachers to assess what aspects of co-teaching
were successful and what needs improvement.
Sub-question 3
Sub-question three for this study was, “How would quantitative survey data from general
education teachers and special education teachers improve co-teaching at Belmont Middle
School located in north Georgia?” Thirty teachers from Belmont Middle School who have been
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in a co-taught setting within the last five years completed the survey. Table nine conveys the
frequency, mean, and standard deviation for each survey question. The survey was primarily
designed to gauge teachers’ attitudes about co-teaching. The open-ended question provided the
researcher with specific suggestions to improving co-teaching, which aligned with suggestions
that arose from the qualitative data.
Table 9
Descriptive Statistics for How Teachers Would Improve Co-Teaching
Items and Descriptions
1. I tend to avoid activities that I feel
exceed the student’s ability level.

1

2

3

4

5 Mean

SD

2

8

1

14

5

3.40

1.23

2. When a student is struggling with a
concept, I will persist with the
activity until the student understands
it.

8

12

3

7

0

2.30

1.10

3. I re-teach content in various ways in
order to help struggling students.

23

6

1

0

0

1.27

0.51

4. I am committed to ensuring all
students succeed.

24

3

1

1

0

1.27

0.68

5. I feel very confident in my ability to
help all students, at all levels, learn

17

11

0

2

0

1.57

0.80

6. I address student’s needs in a positive
way.

24

5

0

1

0

1.27

0.63

7. My students and I set goals and stick
to them

12

13

5

0

0

1.77

0.72

8. I feel supported by my
administration.

20

7

1

0

2

1.57

1.05

9. I work collaboratively with my coteacher/paraprofessional.

23

5

1

1

0

1.33

0.70
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10. Having another teacher in the room
allows me to learn and grow
professionally

24

4

0

0

2

1.40

1.02

11. I am given opportunities to learn and
grow professionally by observing
successful teachers

14

5

6

4

1

2.10

1.22

12. My administration works as hard as I
do to fulfill their obligations

21

6

3

0

0

1.40

0.66

13. The co-teacher and I share
responsibilities equally.

10

13

1

5

1

2.13

1.15

14. The general education teacher is
responsible for facilitating inclusive
instruction.

11

13

5

0

1

1.90

0.91

15. The special education teacher is
responsible for facilitating inclusive
instruction.

8

15

6

1

0

2.00

0.77

16. I am adequately prepared to teach in
an inclusive setting.

19

10

0

1

0

1.43

0.67

The researcher calculated descriptive statistics from the survey’s Likert-responses on a
scale of 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree) to identify similarities in themes connected to
the interviews and focus group. Themes established from the Likert scale questions were: (a)
confidence, (b) administrative support, and (c) collaboration. Additionally, the last question of
the survey was open-ended and stated, “How can co-teaching be improved at Belmont Middle
School?” The most frequent suggestions from the open-ended question were: (a) more time to
collaborate and plan together, (b) teacher input from administration when pairing co-teachers,
and (c) establishing positive working relationships between co-teachers. Table 10 indicates the
frequency of codes for those responses.
Theme #1. Confidence was a trait that many participants expressed having. Seven of the
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survey questions shed light on teachers’ perceived self-efficacy while co-teaching. Sixty-three
percent of teachers indicated that they did not avoid activities that they feel exceed students’
ability level, while 67% of teachers noted that when a student was struggling, they would persist
with the activity until the student understood it. Additionally, 97% of teachers re-taught content
in various ways to help struggling students, and 93% were committed to ensuring all students
succeeded. Over 80% of respondents reported that they established goals with their students and
stuck to them. Over half of the teachers surveyed felt very confident in their ability to help all
students at all levels learn. Nearly all respondents felt adequately prepared to teach in an
inclusive classroom setting. These results indicated that teachers at Belmont Middle School felt
confident in their ability to do their job.
Theme #2. Administrative support was viewed by many survey participants as positive at
Belmont Middle School. In fact, 90% of respondents indicated that they felt supported by
administration. Similarly, most respondents felt that administration worked as hard as the
teachers to accomplish tasks. Because teachers experienced support from administration, they
may be more receptive to the solutions presented in Chapter Five than those who felt that
administration lacked understanding and encouragement.
Theme #3. Collaboration was once again a common theme throughout this study. Survey
respondents revealed that co-teachers had a positive attitude towards collaboration. Several
questions disclosed teachers feeling about collaboration with the co-teacher. Ninety-three percent
of teachers agreed or strongly agreed that they worked collaboratively with their co-teacher.
Additionally, 93% believed that having another teacher in the room allowed them to learn and
grow professionally, while 77% of respondents agreed that both teachers shared responsibilities
equally. These results indicated that teachers welcomed support from a co-teacher and had
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positive feelings about co-teaching. These positive feelings may increase over time if teachers
have more opportunities to collaborate and participate in training opportunities in the future, per
the suggestions proposed in Chapter Five.
Open ended survey responses
Table 10 displays the frequency of codes for the open-ended survey questions. When
asked how to improve co-teaching, the most frequently suggested comment was for co-teaching
teams to have more time to collaborate and plan together. Forty-three percent of respondents
desired more collaboration and planning time. One participant wrote, “Co-teaching teams need
additional time to plan and prepare,” while another noted, “The teachers need more time to
collaborate and plan for instruction.” Seventeen percent of respondents suggested that
administration ask for input when pairing co-teachers. One teacher disclosed, “Before assigning
co teachers and co taught classes, admin should include teachers in the decision making
process.” Another suggested that “administrators need to pair people together that will work
together as partners to reach the students where they are.”
Table 10
Frequency of Codes for Open-Ended Question on Survey
Codes
More time to collaborate and plan together
Admin support – ask for teacher input when pairing co-teachers
Co-teachers need to work well together
Admin support – meet with co-teaching teams and explain increased workload
of SPED teachers
Communication – effective communication among co-teachers is important
Class sizes should be smaller

Frequency
13
5
4
3
3
1

Discussion
The researcher triangulated data from interviews, a focus group, and a survey and
identified several themes that addressed improving co-teaching strategies at Belmont Middle
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School. Those themes supported empirical research data and theoretical frameworks presented in
Chapter Two. The researcher will offer solutions to improving co-teaching in the next chapter.
The solutions are based on previous empirical research studies and theoretical frameworks, along
with current study findings. After reviewing the empirical literature discussion in Chapter Two,
the researcher identified three main themes across all methodologies that corresponded with the
research findings: (a) collaboration (b) administrative support, and (c) training.
Collaboration
Past research has shown that teachers rarely implemented a team-teaching model while
co-teaching because of the lack of time to collaborate, plan, and appoint workloads equally (Cruz
& Geist, 2019; Brendle, Lock, & Piazza, 2017). This sentiment aligned with one study
participant’s remarks that her co-teacher is, “always busy and I feel like I'm taking time away
from her and causing her to have to stay late.” Most educators agreed that collaboration between
the special education and general education teachers was vital to successful co-teaching, but
there were few opportunities to jointly plan and communicate (Chitiyo & Brinda, 2018).
Ensuring that co-teachers have common planning time could help. One study participant
commented that having a common planning time made it easier to plan and collaborate.
Speaking of limited opportunities to collaborate, one study participant said, “it's not even just
IEP meetings, it’s 504 meetings, it's professional development, it’s staff meetings and grade level
meetings…all kinds of things get in the way of our collaboration time.” Collaboration,
cooperation, and support between colleagues resulted in positive feelings of acceptance,
professional accomplishment, and participation (Langher et al., 2017). One study participant
suggested “having a set time at the beginning of the year…where you sit down and dig through
those kids. And you need ongoing collaboration throughout the week.”
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Everett (2017) indicated that when both teachers wanted to learn from each other and
were open to learning new ways to support students, successful co-teaching occurred. Several
participants in this study discussed the importance of pairing co-teaching teams. One said, “It's
important for admin to make sure that a teacher who really does not want a co-taught classroom
is not in one. Some people do not want the co-taught setting.”
The empirical research data, along with current study findings were consistent with
regards to collaboration. Past research and current study outcomes concurred that co-teachers
lacked sufficient time to collaborate, which was an important aspect of successful co-teaching.
Administrative support
Weiss et al. (2019) noted that when school leaders allocated time for teachers to
collaborate and participate in ongoing training about inclusion, teachers had positive feelings
about inclusion. Similarly, one interview study participant said, “I would love to have a specific
day every week or every other week where my co-teacher and I sit down and figure out what
we're doing for the week and define each other's roles.” Mann and Whitworth (2017) found that
teachers thought administrators should more clearly define roles and responsibilities. One focus
group study participant suggested that administration meet with teachers at the beginning of the
year because “it would be helpful if all of us were on the same page with what we did as the coteacher…so then we're not feeling like, I'm doing all this, but this person is getting away with
that and not doing anything…” Likewise, several focus group study participants suggested that
administration hold a meeting at the beginning of the year to talk to the teachers and, as one
participant suggested, say, “Hey, look, this is a day in the life of a special ed teacher…you’ve got
to be understanding.”
Rohm et al. (2018) said that teachers who had supportive administrators valued inclusive
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instruction. An interview study participant mentioned administrative support with regards to
teacher pairing by saying, “I think it helps if admin puts thought into pairing teachers ahead of
time.” Another agreed and said that administration should “think about personalities…” when
pairing co-teachers.
The empirical research and current study findings indicated that administration must take
a lead role in inclusive education. Administration should ensure that co-teachers are adequately
prepared to work in an inclusive setting. Additionally, they should facilitate opportunities for coteachers to build positive relationships with each other.
Training
Previous research studies found that many educators do not have a good understanding of
inclusion instruction and co-teaching practices. Ongoing training about co-teaching could
increase teachers’ self-efficacy of the inclusion setting (Hernandez et al., 2016). One interview
study participant said, “I think that if we started sharing more about how people use co-teaching
strategies in the classroom, that might help.” Poon-McBrayer (2018) stressed the importance of
teacher training and on-site coaching to support inclusion. They encouraged administrators to
provide training support to teachers. Another interview study participant said that it would be
“helpful for administration to give co-teachers time to share lessons and brainstorm ways to
implement instruction.” Researchers Solis et al. (2012) found that many general education
teachers did not feel prepared to teach in an inclusive setting. During this study, one general
education teacher discussed the benefits of a co-teaching training session she attended at the
beginning of the year through the county office. She remarked, “I think that the training at the
very beginning of the year really helped.” Another general education teacher and study
participant said, “Until I went to the training that the county did, I had no formal training on co-
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teaching.”
The empirical research disclosed in Chapter Two along with current study findings
revealed the need for training as it relates to the inclusive classroom setting. Co-teachers would
benefit from structured training at the beginning of the year along with ongoing training. The
training could include strategies for co-teaching, observing others, and providing
accommodations for students with special needs.
Theoretical Literature Discussion. The theoretical frameworks that guided this study were
Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory and Bandura’s social cognitive theory. Vygotsky’s sociocultural
theory suggested that learning occurred through social interactions. This aligned with themes that
emerged regarding collaboration and administrative support. Bandura’s social cognitive theory
related to one’s perceptions about performing a task, which supported the need for training, as
identified in this study.
Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory. Vygotsky believed that cognitive growth and social
development were crucial to social aspects of learning (Vygotsky, 1978; Schunk, 2012). The key
components of the Sociocultural Theory summarized by Schunk (2012), and relevant to this
study, were that social interactions with others were crucial to learning, and knowledge was
gained through social interaction. The researcher of this study found that teachers wished to have
more opportunities to collaborate, share ideas, and participate in training activities.
Thirty percent of respondents who completed the open-ended survey question
recommended that co-teachers be given more time to collaborate. One respondent wrote, “The
teachers need more time to collaborate and plan for instruction.” Similarly, Solis et al. (2012)
noted the importance of collaboration to establish roles and responsibilities. This collaboration
should occur before co-teaching happens. During her interview, Jane said she would like more
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time with her co-teacher to “talk…and discuss how the classroom should run and establish each
other’s teaching styles and expectations of each other.” For Vygotsky (1978), socialization was
the most important tenet to learning.
Vygotsky proposed that one becomes an independent learner with assistance from a
coparticipant. The participants collaborate and exchange knowledge until autonomous learning
occurs (Rohrkemper, 1989). As one novice teacher stated in an interview, lack of experience and
training has left her feeling awkward and uncomfortable in the co-taught classroom. From a
Vygotskian perspective, co-teachers would benefit from having more social interactions from
others in order to share knowledge. This could be accomplished with more time to collaborate,
more opportunities to train, and from observing other teachers.
Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory. Albert Bandura believed that humans mostly
learned through social interactions (Schunk, 2012). Bandura (1997) was also a proponent of selfefficacy; the belief one has about one’s personal capabilities. A person’s self-efficacy may be
improved through vicarious learning if the task can reasonably be obtained by the observer.
(Glean & Ercilla, 2018). This occurrence can lead to individual, team, and organizational success
(Myers, 2018). This idea was consistent with much of the sentiment reflected in the previous
section. It also aligned with a special education teacher participant who suggested that teachers
could learn by observing other teachers. Another interview participant concurred by saying, “I
would like to have more frequent training…maybe observe other teachers, and then take it back
to my classroom to try.”
Bandura determined that mastery experiences enabled one to feel confident and
knowledgeable about a task, which created feelings of high self-efficacy. (Krammer et al., 2018).
Likewise, Rohm et al. (2018) found that teachers’ attitudes about inclusion were dependent upon
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the training they received and their experiences with inclusive instruction. As previously noted,
some co-teachers at Belmont Middle School have attended a co-teaching training session offered
by the county. Several interview and focus group participants commented on the benefits of the
training and found it very helpful. One participant recommended that “if someone has not been
through the training, they should go to the county training on co-teaching.”
Summary
Results from the survey indicated that 57% of the participants had confidence in their
ability to co-teach and felt very confident in their ability to help students at all levels learn.
Consequently, 43% of participants lacked confidence in co-teaching. Regarding administrative
support, 90% of teachers either agreed or strongly agreed that they felt supported by
administration. Similarly, 90% of respondents either strongly agreed or agreed that
administration would be receptive to the suggestions found in Chapter Five that address the
central question: how can co-teaching be improved at Belmont Middle School located in north
Georgia? Likewise, based on these responses, the researcher believes that teachers will be
responsive to initiatives from administration that aim to improving co-teaching based on survey
results.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION
Overview
The purpose of this applied study was to identify potential barriers that teachers face in a
co-taught classroom setting and determine how co-teaching could be improved at Belmont
Middle School. This chapter presents the proposed solution for improving co-teaching at
Belmont Middle School. The chapter continues with a discussion about the resources and funds
needed, along with the roles and responsibilities of key stakeholders needed to implement the
solution. A timeline for execution and completion of the solution, along with possible
implications is also included in Chapter Five. Additionally, the researcher has included an
evaluation plan that will assess the effectiveness of the solution to the problem. Chapter Five
concludes with a summary of the solution.
Restatement of the Problem
The problem the researcher addressed was improving co-teaching strategies at Belmont
Middle School in north Georgia. Recommendations were made based on results from a
multimethod design that consisted of both qualitative and quantitative approaches. The first
approach was structured interviews with general education teachers. The second approach was a
focus groups with special education teachers. The third approach was quantitative survey data
from general education teachers and special education teachers. The researcher triangulated the
data and identified several main themes to improve co-teaching strategies at Belmont Middle
School. First, participants recognized a need for more collaboration among co-teaching partners
so that they can analyze student data, plan lessons, and ensure that appropriate accommodations
are being offered for students with special needs. Next, participants noted the importance of
selecting co-teaching teams to ensure that the co-teaching partnership is strong. They also
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asserted that teachers should be given a choice as to whether they teach in a co-taught
environment or not. Additionally, participants expressed their need for more training
opportunities to gain skills and learn strategies for successful co-teaching. Finally, participants
discussed the importance of support from administration, who should promote a schoolwide
commitment to ensuring that co-teaching is being implemented with fidelity.
Proposed Solution to the Central Question
The researcher analyzed qualitative data through interviews and a focus group, and
quantitative data through a survey to answer the central research question; how can co-teaching
be improved at Belmont Middle School located in north Georgia? Common themes that
connected to the empirical data and the theoretical frameworks were identified. As a result, three
noticeable solutions were identified: (1) Increase collaboration opportunities with co-teachers,
(2) Support from Administration, and (3) Training opportunities.
Increase Collaboration Opportunities With Co-Teachers
This solution aligned with the theoretical and empirical research discussed in Chapter
Two. Theoretical aspects of the sociocultural theory suggested that collaboration was an
important aspect of learning. It increased motivation and nurtured positive learning and
development (Hargreaves & Elhawary, 2020; Schunk, 2012). However, many participants
expressed frustration due to lack of collaboration time. One participant said, “I don’t know what
we’re doing in class until I walk in” because of limited collaboration opportunities. Bandura
(1997) concurred that learning occurred by interacting with others. Scholarly research indicated
that successful co-teaching was reliant upon collaboration, planning, and a significant amount of
effort among teachers (Cruz & Geist, 2019; Fluijt et al. 2016). Yet, one participant noted,
“finding that time to coordinate co-teaching with more than one person is difficult.” This
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collaboration and communication also fostered positive relationships among teachers. (Scruggs
& Mastropieri, 2017; Shin et al. 2016). Additionally, it enabled teachers to consider goals and
establish roles and responsibilities ( Shin et al. 2016). Because teachers have little time to
collaborate, the one teach, one assist model is frequently used in the classroom, which is not
ideal because it not considered to be true co-teaching (Hunter et al., 2018; Scruggs &
Mastropieri, 2017). Many participants explained that planning occurs in the hallway between
classes or before school. One teacher said, " She and I are both here really early in the mornings.
So we kind of meet in the middle of the hall and discuss what we're going to do for that day for
the week.” Another participant noted that there is no time for collaboration and further explained,
“We have very little collaboration because there’s just no time.” The proposed solution for
increasing collaboration is to offer co-teachers dedicated collaboration time during pre-planning
as well as ongoing collaboration time throughout the school year. A study participant suggested
having “Maybe one day every other week designated for team teaching collaboration” and
further elaborated by saying, “Maybe make it so that no other meetings are scheduled on those
days.”
Collaboration During Pre-Planning. Ploessi et al. (2010) encouraged co-teachers to
meet to review each student’s IEP and progress reports. Next, teachers should make “data
informed decisions about each student’s level of need” (p. 164). Finally, a quick reference guide
should be created for all of the students that indicates the accommodations needed for each
student. This recommendation was reflected by one participant who said, “I have looked more at
the SPED teacher to know the accommodations and make sure they're happening when really, it
should be shared responsibility. With regards to meeting, many study participants requested a
designated day and time during pre-planning to assess and understand their students’
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accommodations. One participant recommended that “teachers start the year off actually sitting
down and digging through all the IEPs and understanding what all the accommodations are.”
Ongoing Collaboration. The researcher requests that administration allow co-teaching
teams to have one professional development day in the Fall and one in the Spring to plan and
collaborate, along with one additional half day in the Spring for eighth grade special education
teachers so that they can prepare for transition meetings for all students on their caseload. This
issue was explored during the focus group, and one participant asked, “Can the 8th grade SPED
teachers get an extra half day or something as planning, like collaboration planning because of
having to do the 18 extra transition meetings each starting next year?”
The researcher will also recommend that co-teachers have a common planning time.
Merritt (2016) noted that “a productive day of teaching requires substantial planning time to
choose effective strategies, design lessons…and collaborate with others” (p. 32). This common
planning time could be achieved by having the special education teacher work with only one
grade level during the school year because each grade level has a different planning segment.
Common planning time would “enable teachers to meet and collaborate on important work and
decisions making about students and instruction” One participant advised that co-teachers
“should have the same planning time because that makes it easier to plan lessons and discuss
students.” (Merritt, 2015, p. 33). Weekly collaboration would provide training opportunities,
which is part of the third solution described below.
Support From Administration
Tichenor and Tichenor (2019) noted that administration must make collaboration
between co-teachers a priority. A school leader’s actions were a key ingredient to establishing
collegial trust needed for effective reform (Bryk & Schneider, 2003; Tschannen-Moran, 2009).
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One study participant alluded to this by saying, …we could probably do a better job of keeping
the gen ed teacher and the SPED teacher in the room together and not pull the SPED teacher for
a meeting or for a behavior problem. But I think that administration sets the tone for that.”
As Hernandez et al. (2016) found, teachers with high self-efficacy had positive attitudes
toward co-teaching. Consequently, those with low self-efficacy had negative feelings about coteaching. To address this issue, Vostal et al., (2019) suggested that school leaders promote
collaboration through shared decision-making and problem solving. The proposed solution is for
administration play a lead role in the successful selection and pairing of co-teachers by allowing
teachers to express their preferred role in the school setting, provide structured time for
collaboration at the beginning of the year, and foster positive co-teaching partnerships
throughout the school year through collaboration and training opportunities.
As the researcher previously noted, the school district in this study has undertaken an
initiative to improve co-teaching practices in the county. A training program was developed by
county leaders for general and special education teachers to attend during professional
development. The goal of the training is to ensure that co-teachers understand the co-teaching
model, and are able to implement it in the classroom. This study revealed that 43% of
participants are not confident in their ability to help all students at all levels learn. Therefore, the
researcher proposes that the district offer a similar training for administrators, so that they
understand the co-teaching model and expectations. It is important that administration is aware
of the procedures and processes involved in establishing and implementing a successful coteaching model.
A study participant explained that administration should consider co-teaching partners by
saying, “it is good if your admin can take into account what kind of person they are and what
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their personality is.” The teacher continued by noting “I think it helps if admin puts thought into
pairing teachers ahead of time and says, here's the SPED teacher that we know is going to be
providing services.
Pairing teachers. Hedin and Conderman (2019) suggested that administrators carefully
consider teachers’ dispositions, needs, and wants when pairing co-teachers. Similarly, one
participant said that administration should ask co-teachers if they “would rather work with three
different teachers, or just one teacher? I bet they would say work with just one because it makes
the planning and everything so much easier.” Additionally, Hedin and Conderman (2019) found
that the best co-teaching teams were: (a) volunteers, (b) mentor-novice pairs, (c) perennial
partners, and (d) new teachers. Teachers who volunteered to co-teach were generally happier and
more successful than those who were forced to co-teach. Mentor-novice partnerships worked
well when an experienced teacher was willing to share resources, offer ideas, and made time to
collaborate. The novice teacher was committed to learning from the mentor teacher, and both
teachers were committed to “bring out the best in the other person…” (p. 171).
The most successful teaching partnerships occurred when teachers have worked together
over long periods. Perennial partners learned how to streamline planning, provide
accommodations and modify curriculum, and often became good friends (Hedin and Conderman,
2019). One participant concurred by proclaiming, “When there's a team that feels like they work
well together, try to keep them together.” As noted previously, Hedin and Conderman (2019)
recommended that co-teachers remain in the same partnership for two to three years so that the
general education teacher can learn how to differentiate instruction while the special education
teacher learns the subject. Therefore, when possible, the best solution is to keep co-teachers
together, if they so choose.
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Pre-planning. During pre-planning, administration could meet with the co-teaching
teams and explain the roles and responsibilities of both the general education and special
education teacher. The goal would be to create a mutual understanding of each teachers’ role in
the classroom. One participant wished that administration would give co-teachers time at the
beginning of the year to “establish the roles” and said, “We need to have that talk before school
starts and get a feel for each other’s styles and expectations.” Administration could give specific
examples of some of the extra responsibilities and tasks that the special education teachers must
perform. A breakout session with the co-teaching partners would enable co-teaching partners to
get to know each other and begin to establish roles and responsibilities. Hedin and Conderman
(2019) stressed the importance of creating parity among teachers in order for co-teaching to
work. This could be facilitated by asking the teachers to answer and discuss questions to develop
equality. The questions were designed to provide opportunities for teachers to share their beliefs,
philosophies, and dispositions (See Appendix L).
Training Opportunities. Studies have shown that general education teachers lack an
understanding of how to successfully educate students in an inclusive classroom (Byrd &
Alexander, 2020; Leko et al., 2015). One participant suggested that all teacher training programs
require students to have “field experience and…student teach in a co-taught classroom.”
Training opportunities may provide general education teachers with a toolbox of strategies to use
in the classroom, while promoting collaboration and communication between co-teachers. As
one participant, a general education teacher noted, “I only took one SPED class…but that didn’t
prepare me for teaching in a co-taught setting.” Tzivinikou (2015) asserted that in-service and
ongoing training is the “key to education improvement” (p. 95) and positively impacts teachers’
self-efficacy. Similarly, teachers with more opportunities for in-service training on co-teaching
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reported higher levels of interest in co-teaching and greater confidence of their ability to co-teach
(Panscofar and Petroff, 2016).
The first step to selecting appropriate training opportunities is to survey the teachers to
identify their training and development needs (Bobb & Early, 2007; Tzivinikou, 2015). For
example, one veteran teacher noted that the training the county offered was not beneficial due to
her many years’ of teaching experience. She also found the videos that were shown to be “boring
and not helpful.” The training model proposed in this solution is based on past empirical data and
may be modified based on survey results from teachers. The researcher suggests that training
align with Byrd and Alexander (2020) suggestions, with an emphasis on core knowledge, key
dispositions, and essential skills.
Core knowledge. This represents a student’s academic knowledge. It is identified by
using assessments and data to monitor a student’s progress and share the findings with key
stakeholders (Byrd & Alexander, 2020). Acquiring core knowledge requires frequent, consistent,
and on-going data collection through multiple methods. However, Byrd and Alexander (2020)
found that this process was frustrating for many educators because of the time commitment.
Therefore, it is important for the special education and general education teacher to have time to
monitor students’ progress and analyze data. During training, co-teaching partners would learn
how to assess students’ current academic levels through data analyzation.
Key dispositions. This refers to an educator’s disposition. Byrd and Alexander (2020)
identified two main character traits of an efficacious special educator; compassion and
understanding for students with special needs. The special education teacher can promote these
key dispositions by sharing information about the student with the general education teacher.
During training, the teachers could brainstorm ways to help foster a positive and secure learning
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environment for the student. This should be a collaborative effort and may include support from
the school counselor, psychologist, past teachers, and the parents or guardian.
Essential skills. Curriculum and assignment adaptation refer to essential skills. This
phase of the training process focuses on creating and implementing successful teaching practices
for students with special needs. Byrd and Alexander (2020) suggested that the co-teachers work
together to analyze the data generated from progress monitoring and modify lessons and
assignments to meet the needs of students with special needs. This activity also requires a time
commitment from the general education and special education teacher so that they can analyze
student data and modify instruction and assignments. The researcher proposes that co-teaching
teams attend training to learn how to modify lessons to meet the needs of all students. Special
education leaders could offer suggestions on how this could occur. Additionally, teachers could
share ideas on ways to differentiate instruction.
Resources Needed
The most valuable resource needed to improve co-teaching strategies at Belmont Middle
School is time. It takes time for teachers to effectively collaborate and participate in training
activities. Teachers at Belmont Middle School have five pre-planning, mandatory work days
built into the school year. The researcher suggests that one of the five days be allocated for coteachers to collaborate and participate in training activities. The following tasks could be
accomplished:
1. Administration meets with co-teaching teams to discuss roles and responsibilities.
2. Co-teachers have a breakout session where they get to know each other, answer the
questions in Appendix L and complete the training survey for administration.
3. Co-teachers meet to begin developing the tenets of core knowledge, key dispositions,
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and essential skills, as discussed in the third solution, training.
The two professional development days suggested for co-teachers in the Fall and Spring
could be devoted to collaboration and training activities, whereas collaboration occurs in the
morning and training happens in the afternoon. Administration could set aside one day a week
for co-teachers to meet during their planning time. No other meetings would be scheduled on that
day. Administration would need to convey to all staff that this is sacred time where co-teachers
are expected to meet and collaborate. Substitute teachers would be needed to accommodate the
professional development days in the Fall and Spring.
Funds Needed
Funds would be needed to pay the substitute teachers on professional development days.
The cost for substitutes for two professional development days would be $2,400, at a rate of $80
a day for one substitute. Fifteen substitute teachers would be needed in the Fall and fifteen would
be needed in the Spring. This amount could be significantly reduced if some teachers covered
classes during their planning time. Additionally, some who do not teach classes, such as
administrators, counselors, instructional coaches, and media center specialists could provide
coverage for teachers who are participating in professional development. Additionally, teachers
who do not have co-taught classes could cover for the absent teachers by taking the absent
teachers’ students and teaching two classes at one time.
Roles and Responsibilities
School leaders influence the school setting. They can help to build trust and collaboration
among colleagues by promoting a positive learning environment and supporting teachers
(Hallinger & Heck (1998). It is essential for administration to take the lead role in the efforts to
improve co-teaching at Belmont Middle School. Vostal, LaVenia, and Horner (2019) suggested
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that school leaders “create conditions that offered opportunities for interdependence among
colleagues” (p. 91). The researchers recommends that administration discuss the school-wide
initiative to improve co-teaching with all staff during pre-planning. Additionally, a co-teaching
committee that includes teacher volunteers should be established to ensure that the three
proposed solutions are implemented with integrity.
The committee’s responsibilities would include, (a) reviewing the three proposed
solutions to improve co-teaching; increased collaboration among co-teachers, support from
administration, and training opportunities, (b) coordinating collaboration and training days by
scheduling specific dates in which collaboration and training will occur, (c) ensuring that the
solutions are being implemented with fidelity by meeting quarterly to assess program
implementation, (e) recruiting volunteers to facilitate collaboration and training, and (d)
assessing the strategies that were implemented at the end of the year to gauge whether coteaching improved during the school year by reviewing survey feedback and data collected
throughout the year.
Timeline
To solve the problem of improving co-teaching at Belmont Middle School, it is
recommended that the following timeline be followed for two years (see Appendix M). During
the first year, the researcher will recruit volunteers and form a co-teaching committee.
Throughout the second year, the committee will meet at the beginning of the school year to
review the proposed solutions. Each quarter, the committee will meet to accomplish specific
tasks. For example, in the Fall, the survey will be created and the committee will brainstorm
ways to reduce costs during off-site collaboration and training days. This may entail recruiting
teachers who are willing to give up a planning segment to cover a class. In the Spring, the survey
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will be sent to the staff and the committee will design an agenda for the collaboration and
training days. The committee will facilitate the designated collaboration and training day during
pre-planning and send out the survey. The first collaboration and training day will occur in the
Fall. Before winter break, the committee will meet to review survey results and plan for the next
collaboration and training day. The second collaboration and training day will occur in the
Spring, and the committee will meet to review the survey results. The eighth grade teachers will
have the second collaboration half day in last Spring. During post-planning, the committee will
meet to assess the success of the program and make recommendations for the following school
year.
Solution Implications
The researcher conducted this study in hopes of addressing the issue of improving coteaching at Belmont Middle School. Several solutions were presented that were founded on past
empirical research data, theoretical frameworks, and the researcher’s study findings from
qualitative and quantitative data analysis. There are many potential benefits to successful
implementation of the proposed solutions. First, co-teachers may benefit from additional time to
collaborate and participate in training activities. Next, these actions may strengthen relationships
among teachers, improve teaching strategies, and ultimately improve student performance.
Finally, teachers’ self-efficacy may increase as they have more time to collaborate, hone
teaching skills, and receive support from administration.
One negative implication of this study is the amount of money it may cost to support offsite training. Likewise, asking other teachers to cover classes during professional development
days may build resentment among staff. Also, it may be challenging to find educators who are
willing to serve on a committee to improve co-teaching.
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Evaluation Plan
The researcher proposes several action steps in order to assess the effectiveness of the
solution to the problem. A combination of goal-based, outcome-based, and formative evaluations
will be used. The committee will send a brief, quarterly survey to all staff to assess their
perceptions of collaboration, administrative support, and training opportunities. Teachers will be
asked open-ended and close-ended questions to determine their thoughts on the solutions that
address collaboration, administrative support, and training. Similarly, after each training or
collaboration session, teachers will be asked to provide feedback through group discussion and a
survey similar to the one described above. The close-ended questions take little time to complete.
The open-ended questions allow educators to express thoughts or ideas that were not on the
close-ended questions. Group discussions allow educators to brainstorm and share ideas that may
be valuable for successful future implementation. The researcher will be responsible for ensuring
the assessments are created and implemented.
Limitations
This study did have some limitations. The sample size for this study was small and
limited in scope. It was restricted to one middle school. However, the researcher’s goal was to
identify ways that co-teaching strategies could be improved at one school; Belmont Middle
School. Similarly, the participants shared similar personal demographics. For example, all
interview and focus group participants were female because there were no male candidates who
met the study’s criteria. This could have resulted in a bias. Including male participants could
have resulted in a more diverse discussion regarding co-teaching. However, the researcher feels
that the study findings would be similar in other schools across the district with similar
demographics. The solutions may be appealing to schools with like demographics. Likewise, the
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study findings might not be generalizable to other school districts with different demographics.
One reason for the small sample size was because there was only one researcher to analyze the
data. Notably, it was fairly easy for the researcher to find willing participants, schedule
interviews and schedule a focus group because the researcher works at the school. Consequently,
the researcher could have pre-conceived biases due to this fact. Also, participants may have been
unwilling to be completely honest due to the researcher’s teaching role at the school.
Future research could include other middle schools both inside and outside of the county.
Additionally, elementary and high schools inside and outside of the county could be included in
further research that includes a more diverse sample size. Finally, this study examined the
relationships between general education teachers and special education teachers while excluding
paraprofessionals. There are an equal amount of paraprofessionals and special education teachers
at Belmont Middle School. Paraprofessionals works with the general education teachers.
Therefore, it would be beneficial to explore how co-teaching strategies could be improved by
conducting a similar study that includes paraprofessionals.
Summary
The goal of this applied research study was to determine how co-teaching could be
improved at Belmont Middle School in north Georgia. The researcher triangulated qualitative
data from interviews and a focus group, and quantitative data through a survey and identified
three main themes that address the central research question of how to improve co-teaching at
Belmont Middle School. The themes include increased collaboration opportunities with coteachers, support from administration, and training opportunities. Successful implementation of
the solutions include forming a co-teaching committee that would initiative, monitor, and
evaluate collaboration and training opportunities. Additionally, support from administration is
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vital to the successful execution of the solution.
As previously noted, this study did have some limitations. Future research could include
other middle schools both inside and outside of the county. Additionally, elementary and high
schools inside and outside of the county could be included in further research that includes a
more diverse sample size. Finally, this study examined the relationships between general
education teachers and special education teachers while excluding paraprofessionals. There are
an equal amount of paraprofessionals and special education teachers at Belmont Middle School.
Paraprofessionals works with the general education teachers. Therefore, it would be beneficial to
explore how co-teaching strategies could be improved by conducting a similar study that
includes paraprofessionals.
The researcher hopes that successful implementation of these actions steps will improve
co-teaching at Belmont Middle School by increasing collegial support, improving instruction,
and fostering a nurturing and positive school climate.
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APPENDIX F: Recruitment Letter for Interview
Dear Educator:
As a graduate student in the School of Education at Liberty University, I am conducting research
as part of the requirements for a doctoral degree. The purpose of my research is to better
understand co-teaching strategies in the secondary classroom, and I am writing to invite eligible
participants to join my study.
Participants must be a general education teacher. Participants must also have been in a co-taught
classroom setting within the last five years. Participants, if willing, will be asked to participate in
an interview. It should take approximately 60 minutes to complete the interview. Names and
other identifying information will be requested as part of this study, but the information will
remain confidential.
In order to participate, please contact me at the email address listed below. Once I receive your
interest email, I will contact you to schedule a date, time, and location that is convenient. The
interview will take place within 30 days.
A consent document is attached to this email. The consent document contains additional
information about my research. If you choose to participate, you will need to sign the consent
document and return it to me at the time of the interview.
Sincerely,
Linda Stephen
Graduate Student/Liberty University
Lstephen2@liberty.edu
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APPENDIX G: Recruitment Letter for Focus Group
Dear Educator:
As a graduate student in the School of Education at Liberty University, I am conducting research
as part of the requirements for a doctoral degree. The purpose of my research is to better
understand co-teaching strategies in the secondary classroom, and I am writing to invite eligible
participants to join my study.
Participants must be a general education teacher. Participants must also have been in a co-taught
classroom setting within the last five years. Participants, if willing, will be asked to participate in
a focus group. It should take approximately 60 minutes to complete the focus group. Names and
other identifying information will be requested as part of this study, but the information will
remain confidential.
In order to participate, please contact me at the email address listed below. Once I receive your
interest email, I will contact you to schedule a date, time, and location that is convenient. The
interview will take place within 30 days.
A consent document is attached to this email. The consent document contains additional
information about my research. If you choose to participate, you will need to sign the consent
document and return it to me at the time of the interview.
Sincerely,
Linda Stephen
Graduate Student/Liberty University
Lstephen2@liberty.edu
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APPENDIX H: Recruitment Letter for Survey
Dear Educator:
As a graduate student in the School of Education at Liberty University, I am conducting research
as part of the requirements for a doctoral degree. Last week, an email was sent to you inviting
you to participate in a research study. This follow-up email includes the link to the survey.
If you choose to participate, you will be asked to click on the survey link and complete the
survey. It should take approximately 15 – 20 minutes for you to complete the procedure listed.
Your participation will be completely anonymous, and no personal, identifying information will
be required.
I will also be conducting interviews and a focus group as part of the study. I will interview
special education teachers who have been in a co-taught setting within the last five years. The
focus group will include general education teachers who have been in a co-taught setting within
the last five years. Those educators will receive an invitation with additional information about
the study in a separate e-mail.
To participate, click on the following link: [survey link].
A consent document is provided as the first page you will see after clicking on the survey link.
The consent document contains additional information about my research. Please click on the
link at the end of the consent document to indicate that you have read it and would like to take
part in the survey.
Sincerely,
Linda Stephen
Graduate Student/Liberty University
Lstephen2@liberty.edu
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APPENDIX I: Interview Questions
1. What do you enjoy about co-teaching?
2. What challenges (if any) have you encountered when co-teaching?
3. Describe your collaboration experiences with your students?
4. Describe your collaboration experiences with your co-teacher.
5. How do you and your co-teacher determine your responsibilities in the classroom?
6. Describe best practices of co-teaching.
7. Describe the co-teaching model that is used most frequently in your classroom.
8. Describe your preparation for teaching in an inclusive classroom setting.
9. How do you feel about implementing co-teaching strategies?
10. How can co-teaching at Belmont be improved?
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APPENDIX J: Focus Group Questions
1. What do you enjoy about co-teaching?
2. What challenges (if any) have you have encountered regarding co-teaching?
3. Discuss the different ways that you and your co-teacher collaborate.
4. Describe the various co-teaching strategies you use.
5. How do you feel about implementing co-teaching strategies?
6. Describe the co-teaching training you have received.
7. What concerns do you have about co-teaching?
8. How can co-teaching be improved at Belmont Middle School?
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APPENDIX K: Survey Questions
1. I am currently in a co-taught classroom, or have been in one within the last five years.
( ) Yes
( ) No
2. I tend to avoid activities that I feel exceed the student’s ability level
( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
( ) 4. Somewhat disagree
3. When a student is struggling with a concept, I will persist with the activity until the
student understands it.
( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
( ) 4. Somewhat disagree
4.

I re-teach content in various ways in order to help struggling students –
( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
( ) 4. Somewhat disagree

5.

I am committed to ensuring all students succeed
( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
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( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
( ) 4. Somewhat disagree
6. I feel very confident in my ability to help all students, at all levels, learn.
( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
( ) 4. Somewhat disagree
7.

I address student’s needs in a positive way
( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
( ) 4. Somewhat disagree

8.

My students and I set goals and stick to them.
( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
( ) 4. Somewhat disagree

9.

I feel supported by my administration.
( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
( ) 4. Somewhat disagree
( ) 5. Strongly disagree
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10.

I work collaboratively with my co-teacher/paraprofessional.
( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
( ) 4. Somewhat disagree
( ) 5. Strongly disagree

11.

Having another teacher in the room allows me to learn and grow professionally.
( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
( ) 4. Somewhat disagree
( ) 5. Strongly disagree

12.

I am given opportunities to learn and grow professionally by observing successful
teachers.
( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
( ) 4. Somewhat disagree
( ) 5. Strongly disagree

13.

My administration works as hard as I do to fulfill their obligations
( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
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( ) 4. Somewhat disagree
14.

The co-teacher and I share responsibilities equally.
( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
( ) 4. Somewhat disagree
( ) 5. Strongly disagree

15.

The general education teacher is responsible for facilitating inclusive instruction
( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
( ) 4. Somewhat disagree
( ) 5. Strongly disagree

16.

The special education teacher is responsible for facilitating inclusive instruction
( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
( ) 4. Somewhat disagree
( ) 5. Strongly disagree

17.

I am adequately prepared to teach in an inclusive setting
( ) 1. Strongly agree
( ) 2. Somewhat agree
( ) 3. Neither agree nor disagree
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( ) 4. Somewhat disagree
( ) 5. Strongly disagree
18.

Please list any concerns you have about teaching in an inclusive classroom
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APPENDIX L: Sample Questions During Pre-Planning Collaboration
1. How comfortable are you sharing physical space and teaching resources with another?
educator?
2. How would you share instructional and assessment responsibilities with another teacher?
3. What is your approach to instructional planning?
4. What are your homework expectations for students?
5. What is your approach to classroom management?
6. How would you describe your communication style?
7. How do you handle conflict?
8. What would make co-teaching rewarding for you?
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APPENDIX M: Timeline
Timeline of Implementation Plan to Improve Co-Teaching
•

July 2021 – Researcher recruits volunteers and forms co-teaching committee

•

August 2021 – Co-teaching committee meets during pre-planning to review the proposed
solutions and brainstorm ideas for implementation

•

October 2021 – Co-teaching committee meets to create training needs assessment survey

•

December 2021 – Co-teaching committee meets to brainstorm ways to reduce costs
during professional development days for collaboration and training

•

March 2022 – Co-teaching committee sends training needs assessment survey to staff

•

May 2022 – Co-teaching committee designs training template based on results of needs
assessment survey. Committee plans agenda for pre-planning day when co-teachers meet
and work together

•

July 2022 – Co-teachers will use one pre-planning day to meet and collaborate.
Administration will participate in this collaboration day for at least one hour. The
teachers will complete a survey at the end of the day to offer feedback and suggestions
for upcoming collaboration and training day.

•

October 2022 – Professional development days for co-teaching teams to collaborate and
participate in training.

•

December 2022 – Committee meets to review survey/feedback results and prepare for
Spring collaboration days.

•

March 2023 – Professional development days for co-teaching teams to collaborate and
participate in training.
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•

April 2023 – Eighth grade teachers have one half day to prepare for upcoming transition
IEP meetings

•

May 2023 - Committee meets to review survey/feedback results. Committee holds a
small focus group and/or interviews teachers who participated in collaboration and
training. Committee reports findings to administration who will make adjustments for the
following year based on feedback.

